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CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this study was to answer as fully as possible the 
query: What are the main socio-economic forces which are ob-
structing the general adoption of soil conservation practices; in 
what direction and to what extent do they influence land use sys-
tems and ultimately the state of the land's productive capacity? 
A rather intimate knowledge of these forces seems indispensable 
in developing a comprehensive policy of soil conservation. 
At an early stage in the investigation, it became apparent that 
the problem of conservation is basically one of the people's atti-
tude toward the land and that the various forces obstructing con-
servation have their roots in institutions and customs which grew 
out of the exploitive attitude characteristic of a pioneer economy. 
As the frontier is closed, the pioneering attitudes, institutions and 
customs linger under the momentum of inertia and produce serious 
maladjustments between the physical character of the land resources 
and their utilization. 
A force of great breadth and power which is blocking urgently 
needed land-use adjustments arises out of certain tenure situations. 
It is not tenancy as such that leads to excessive soil exploitation 
but some specific tenure arrangements which almost inevitably in-
duce a short-time and exploitive interest in the land on the part 
of the operator. This study reveals conclusively that the land on 
farms rented by relatives of the landlord is used practically in the 
same manner as that on owner-operated farms, in contrast to a 
considerably more exploitive system of land use found on the 
non-related tenant farms. The explanation: Non-related tenants 
usually lack the security of occupancy which owners and related 
tenants have, and this lack of security of prospective occupancy in-
duces a short-time interest and exploitive attitude on the part of 
the operator. 
A further observation upholds the conclusion, that not tenancy 
as such, but insecurity of occupancy and short-time interest in the 
land are responsible for exploitive land use. The land on non-re-
lated tenant farms rented under stock share leases shows a rela-
tively conservational use-pattern very similar to that on owner and 
related tenant farms-again a reflection of the greater security of 
the tenant's occupancy and the more active participation of the 
landlord in the farming enterprise. The highest degree of soil 
exploitation is found on non-related tenant farms rented under 
crop share leases, under conditions characterized by uncertainty of 
the prospective length of the tenant's occupancy and by short-time 
interest on the part of the tenant and sometimes even the land-
lord urging for the maximum immediate cash income with little re-
gard for the future productive capacity of the land. 
These observations suggest a conclusion of prime significance 
to conservation policies. Fundamental improvements in the pre-
vailing tenancy system must be made before a more general adop-
tion of conservation practices on rented land can be expected to 
occur without substantial and continued public subsidies, and these 
improvements must lie in the direction of greater security of ten-
ants' occupancy and ~timulation of a long-time interest on the part 
of the tenant, in the productive capacity of the land and in the 
farm as a place to live. 
The study discloses symptoms which point to the existence of a 
serious farm debt problem. The size of mortgages is out of line 
with the quality of the land, a result of over-valuation and over-
lending, particularly on the more rolling and less productive farms. 
With increasing mortgage load per acre, a distinct tendency pre-
vails for more corn, less grasses and more erosion. On the one 
hand, the tremendous comparative advantage of corn in the area 
misled people to judge the value of a farm by the number of acres 
put into corn each year, regardless of whether the land could 
stand such heavy cropping over a long period of years. On the 
other hand, the highly encumbered farmers, particularly during the 
depression, were hampered in the long-time planning of conserva-
tional crop rotations and livestock programs and were led to maxi-
mize their acreages in cash crops under the pressure of high fixed 
obligations. 
Exploitive land use, therefore, is both a cause and an effect of 
heavy mortgage debts-a cause, since it is partly responsible for 
the over-valuation and over-encumbrance of the rolling and erodible 
lands; an effect, because it is the result of current pressure for im-
mediate cash income. 
Readjustments in the farm debt structure designed to bring debt 
obligations more nearly in line with the producing power of the 
land under conservational systems of land use would facilitate the 
promotion of soil conservation practices. 
Tenure system and debt burden are only two factors of impor-
tance in the conservation problem. The reason for placing special 
emphasis upon them in this study lies in the fact that they are the 
most tangible and most readily observable of the multitudinous 
socio-economic factors affecting the character and degree of exploita-
tion of soil resources. Traditional farming systems, price relation-
ships and their effect upon combinations of enterprises, and the still 
outstanding natural fertility of the land in the area studied, go far 
to explain the undisputable lack of soil conservation on farms that 
are operated by secure and unencumbered owners. Improvements 
in the tenure and credit systems will contribute to, but cannot solve 
alone, the problems of soil conservation. 
A comparison of farming conditions on two extreme groups of 
farms, one representing relatively well conserved, the other severely 
eroded farms, brings into sharp focus the functional inter-relation-
ships of factors involved in the complex problem of soil conserva· 
tion. In general, every association or relationship revealed by the 
analysis of the full sample appears magnified in the comparison of 
these extreme groups of farms. This contrast forcefully exposes 
the need for a rather complete re-setting of the stage upon which 
the drama of Midwest agriculture is performed. 
Fig. 1. Soil Conservation Demonstration Area of the Tarkio Creek \Vatershed 
in southwest Iowa and northwest Missouri. Shaded areas indicate the blocks 
in which the survey schedules were taken. 
SOCIO~ECONOMIC PHASES OF SOIL 
CONSERVATION IN THE TARKIO 
CREEK AREAl 
By RAINER SCHICKELE AND JOHN P. HIMMEL 
THE PROBLEM 
In wide sections of the Corn Belt, a variety of broad economic and 
social forces is obstructing adjustment of private entrepreneurs 
in land use practices in accordance with the character and condition 
of the main natural resource, the land. Soil is rapidly deteriorating, 
and buildings are crumbling on so many farms that the communi-
ties are beginning to feel the impact of serious land use maladjust-
ments through declining farm incomes, loss of population and dis-
integration of local organizations and institutions. 
Soil conservation has ceased to be merely a problem of farm 
management on a few scattered individual farms; it has reached 
a magnitude arousing deep public concern. People are realizing 
more and more that there are certain institutional arrangements, 
such as farm tenure and the credit system, and certain other socio-
economic forces, such as traditional farming systems and exploitive 
attitudes toward land, which are inherently inimical to the objec-
tives of long-time land-use adjustment and soil conservation policies. 
These institutions and forces are, in general, beyond the control 
of individuals. They can be altered or overcome only by collec-
tive effort, by the development of judicious and effective policies, 
by aggressive programs of education and public action. In order 
to devise and carry out such long-range policies and programs, it is 
essential to gain a clear understanding of the functions of these 
socio-economic forces in shaping the prevailing land use patterns 
and to know the effects they have on soil erosion and fertility de-
pletion. 
The Soil Conservation Service in its demonstration areas, the 
Agricultural Adjustment Administration, the Farm Security Admin-
istration-all these agencies have encountered many difficulties in 
attempting to induce more general adoption of conservational land 
use practices, difficulties arising out of certain tenure situations, 
debt obligations, farming traditions and other factors of similar 
breadth and power which are blocking urgently needed land-use 
'Project 457 of the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station. The senior author is 
State Land·Use Planning Specialist, Land Economics Division, Bureau of Agri. 
cultural Economics, U. S. D. A . ; the junior author is Junior Conservationist, Soil 
Conservation Service, U. S. D. A. 
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adjustments. A policy of soil conservation, no matter how elab-
orately equipped it may be for its physical task of controlling ero-
sion, cannot be expected to yield extensive and lasting results at 
reasonable social costs until effective means are developed to deal 
directly and effectively with these socio-economic obstacles to con-
servational land use practices. 
The present study was undertaken by the Iowa Agricultural Ex-
periment Station, the Soil Conservation Service, the Farm Security 
Administration (formerly Resettlement Administration), the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics, United States Department of Agricul-
ture and the University of Missouri, in the Tarkio Creek Erosion 
Control Demonstration Area in southwestern Iowa and northwestern 
Missouri. Its purpose is to answer the question: What are the 
important socio-economic forces which obstruct the general adop-
tion of soil conservation practices; in what directions and to what 
extent do they influence land-use and farming systems and ultimate-
ly the state of the land's productive capacity? 
This study, obviously, cannot exhaust such a broad and complex 
problem. But even a partial answer to this vital question should 
contribute useful material for building a comprehensive long-time 
land use adjustment program with the objective of conserving the 
natural land resources-not for the sake of conservation per se but 
for the sake of a progressive development of rural life. 
SOURCE OF M,ATERIAL 
In the summer of 1935, a farm-to-farm survey in carefully select-
ed sample blocks in the Tarkio Creek Watershed Area of the Soil 
Conservation Service was undertaken as a cooperative research 
project of the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station, the Univer-
sity of Missouri and the Soil Conservation Service.2 The demon-
stration area comprises parts of Page and Montgomery counties in 
southwestern Iowa and Atchison County in northwestern Missouri, 
with headquarters in Shenandoah, Iowa (see fig. 1). This area 
is representative of a large section of the Missouri Loess area. 
The farms surveyed, 253 in number, present a typical cross-sec-
tion of the farming conditions in this area.3 Any selectivity ac-
cording to personality of the operator was avoided by contacting as 
far as possible all farmers in the sample blocks, whether or not 
they cooperated with the Soil Conservation Service, whether they 
were friendly or grudgingly disinterested, progressive or dulI.4 
In selecting the eight sample blocks of four to eight sections each, 
considerable care was taken to assure that they represent the en-
2In 1934, a similar survey had been m'ade in the Big Creek Area in Decatur and 
Ringgold counties, Iowa , and Harrison County, l\fisSQuri, the results of which are 
published in Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta. Bul. 333. 
8This sample includes about 40 percent of all farmers and a bout 50 percent of 
all farm land in the watershed area. 
'Tbe junior author, who personally gathered all tbe survey schedules. spared no 
efforts in persuasion and only rarely failed to obtain the needed information. 
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tire area, particularly regarding (1) topography, (2) soil types, 
(3) farm size pattern and (4) ownership pattern. By preliminary 
inspection, localities showing any abnormal characteristics, for in-
stance unusually good marketing facilities or concentration of a 
certain nationality group, were eliminated. Practically all farms in 
the finally selected sample blocks were covered by the survey. This 
method of sampling has been proved adequate in previous studies 
of a similar nature. 
The survey schedule contains information on (1) land use, crop 
acreages and yields for 1935, 1933 and "normal" (5-year period 
preceding and including 1933); (2) the livestock system for 1935, 
1933 and "normal"; (3) tenure status, lease provisions, mortgage 
indebtedness and taxes as of 1935, with some historical informa-
tion on specific points; (4) conditions and value of buildings and 
(5) family information, education and social activities. The fol-
lowing analyses of land use and livestock systems are based pri-
marily on the "normal" data, representing approximately the per-
iod 1929-33. The data on all other factors discussed are for 1935. 
In addition-and this is important for the following analysis-
the crop land on all farms was rated according to five classes of 
topography (I-level, to 5-rough), and five classes of apparent 
erosion (I-no erosion, to 5-frequent deep gullies and severe sheet 
erosion). The center rating, 3, represents, theoretically, the aver-
age degree of slope or of erosion for the crop land area surveyed. 
The fact that the weighted average ratings for topography and ero-
sion of the crop land for all farms surveyed are the same, 2.96 (see 
table 1), and fall very close to the theoretical average of 3, suggests 
a fairly high degree of accuracy in the classification. 
SOME COMMENTS ON THE METHOD OF ANALYSIS 
If one specific factor, or one set of closely related factors, is to 
be segregated in its effect on such a complex situation as a farm, 
the effect of vast numbers of different kinds of other factors must 
be controlled or held constant. Many of these factors cannot be 
adequately expressed in numerical terms. Many of them are mul-
tifariously interrelated with one another. It was felt that an ex-
ploratory study of the general characteristics of these factors and of 
the order of magnitude of their specific effects would be desirable, 
and the authors hope that it will furnish results sufficiently accurate 
to be useful in understanding the functional interrelationships of 
the various factors and in formulating effective agricultural conser-
vation policies. . 
By careful grouping and sub grouping of farms according to clear-
ly defined criteria, it is possible approximately to segregate the in-
fluence of specific factors. In general, it can be stated that the more 
consistently a certain relation between two factors appears through-
out all groupings down into small sub-groups of only a few cases 
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each, the stronger this relation is, overshadowing all other inter-
fering factors. 
For instance, comparing the proportion of crop land in corn on 
owner and on tenant farms, the relation between tenant farms and 
high proportions of crop land in corn appears consistently through 
all groupings by topography and farm size classes, even though 
the number of cases in some of these classes is only four or five. The 
degree of consistency with which certain relations appear through-
out the groups and sub-groups of farms has been carefully ob-
served in this study. Statistical significance tests have been ap-
plied to some of the tables. The statistical material presented in 
this study largely corroborates the existence of relations and asso-
ciations which can be derived from deductive reasoning. 
INDICES OF TOPOGRAPHY AND EROSION 
The use of topography and erosion ratings in this study requires 
some explanation. If one is to study the relations between certain 
land uses and erosion, a numerical expression for the degree of ap-
parent erosion at the time of the survey should certainly be very 
helpful. Since the erosion problem on permanent pasture and wood-
land in the area is of small importance, an average erosion rating 
has been given only to the crop land of each farm surveyed. This 
rating is based on both the enumerator's and the farmer's observa-
tion of gullies, subsoil out-croppings and silt deposits and evidence of 
soil washing between corn rows on the various fields. The average 
degree of erosion observed on the crop land of the area as a whole 
is given the center rating of 3. 
Similarly, the crop land of each farm was given a topography 
rating based on the enumerator's observation of the degree of slope 
of the various fields. The average topography of the crop land of 
the area as a whole represents the center rating of 3.5 
There are principally three reasons why the soil survey data of 
the Soil Conservation Service were not used for classifying the crop-
land according to topography and erosion. With respect to topog-
raphy, limited funds prohibited the planimetering and weighting of 
the many small areas carrying the symbols for slope classes on the 
·The definition of the topography classes is as follows: 
1-level, approximate average slope less than 3 percent. 
2-gently rolling, slope 3·7 percent. 
2-rolling, slope 7·12 percent. 
4-strongly rolling, slope 12-15 percent. 
5-rough, slope more than 15 percent. 
The definition of the erosion classes is as follows: 
I-no erosion. 
2-slight sheet erosion. 
3-moderate sheet and gully erosion. 
4-severe sheet erosion, frequent gullies. 
5-frequent de ~p gullies and severe sheet erosion . 
The erosion rating, however, is different from the erosion mapped by the S. C. S. 
The latter refers to the depth of the surface soil, the former to the present ap-
parent state of erosion as indicated by the above classification. 
The topography classes correspond to those used by the Soil Conservation Service. 
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soil maps of the individual farms. Some random tests were made, 
however, and the observed topography rating checked closely with 
the weighted average of the slope classes recorded on the soil maps. 
With respect to erosion, the classification used in the soil survey 
was expressed principally in terms of the percentage of the "A" 
horizon removed by sheet erosion, while for the purpose of this study 
an expression in terms of present apparent and active erosion seemed 
preferable, since its relation to most recent and present land-use 
practices was to be scrutinized. Since this study was made, however, 
the erosion classification used by the Soil Conservation Service has 
been refined considerably and promises to be quite serviceable for 
future ec-onomic research.6 
Moreover, developing a method of rating farms for topography 
and apparent erosion by inspection is a matter of great interest to 
both research and action programs in the field of land use adjust-
ments, because the costs involved in making detailed soil and ero-
sion surveys and in deriving average ratings for individual farms 
from such measurements are very high. For a long time to. come 
classification of topography and erosion based on detailed surveys 
and measurements will be confined to relatively small areas, and 
broad land-use adjustment programs will be forced to rely upon 
some methods of classification by inspection and estimate. It is 
interesting to note that the farm land appraisal method employed 
in the 1938 program of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration 
for the North-Central Region is essentially similar to the one used 
in this study. 
The authors are fully aware of the limited degree of accuracy 
with which a classification of topography and erosion based upon 
inspection is inherently afflicted. The topography and erosion rat-
ings obtained in this study, however, seem to serve their purpose 
rather adequately. All ratings were made by the same person, who 
guarded himself the best he could against any subconscious bias. 
He generally obtained the ratings before he knew the tenure status 
or indebtedness of the farmer and the crop rotations he followed. 
There is, for instance, much over-lapping in the range of erosion 
ratings on owner and tenant farms, varying from 1.3 to 4.0 for 
owner, from 1.5 to 4.0 for tenant farms. The consistency in the 
relation between erosion rating and crop system in evidence through-
out the record material further substantiates the relative depend-
ability of the topography and erosion ratings,. 
Topography directly affects the degree of erosion. Soil type, 
cover crop, soil management and climate remaining the same, the 
degree and length of slope largely determine variations in the rate 
of erosion. Since the area is fairly homogeneous with respect to 
soil conditions and climate, it can be assumed that on the average 
'At the time of writing, a study was in progress developing a method of deriving 
average topography and erosion ratings for individual farms from the soil maps of 
the Soil Conservation survey. 
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the degree of erosion on land in intertilIed crops, for example, is 
a direct function of the degree of slope.7 
Hence, if the erosion rating is higher than the corresponding 
topography rating for a given farm or group of farms, crop systems 
and soil management practices are probably more exploitive and 
cause relatively more erosion than is true of the average farm of 
the same topography in the area. Conversely, if the erosion rating 
is lower than the topography rating, less than average erosion is 
indicated. Note that for all farms the average ratings for erosion 
and topography weighted by the crop acres of the respective farms 
are identical (table 1). The position of the erosion rating relative 
to the corresponding topography rating will be referred to as the 
"relative degree of erosion." 
Statistical analysis of the topography and erosion ratings reveals 
that there is a distinct correlation between the topography and the 
erosion scores on both owner and tenant farms; the correlation 
coefficient for owners is 0.74, for tenants, 0.76. The regression 
coefficient is practically 1 for both owners and tenants, or one unit 
increase in topography is associated with one unit increase in ero-
sion. This means that erosion increases with increasing slopes on 
owner as well as on tenant farms. 
The important difference between the owner and tenant farms, 
however, lies in the fact that if erosion ratings are corrected for 
topography, they are generally higher on tenant than on owner 
farms.8 
Table 1 illustrates the use of these topography and erosion rat-
ings. The erosion ratings of the crop share and stock sha e farms 
are the same, yet their relative degrees of erosion are decidedly 
different. On the crop share farms, the erosion rating is 0.33 point 
higher than the corresponding topography rating, indicating that 
the land is more severely eroded than would be expected under 
average land use practices; while on the stock share farms the ero-
sion rating is slightly lower than the topography rating, indicating 
about average erosion conditions. Correspondingly, a considerably 
'The length of slope has not entered into the topography rating. It is assumed 
that the average length of slope for the total crop land of individual farms would 
show only minor variations, since the prevailing surface configuration is character-
ized by a rolling plain, utilized by fairly uniform field sizes. 
8The differences in points on the scale between the erosion ratings corrected for 
topography of tenant over owner farms in various size groups and topography classes 
are as follows: 
Farm size (a eres) 
Below 100 
100-140 
141-180 
181-280 
281-400 
Over 400 
Level to gently rolling land 
.37 
.13 
. 05 
.42 
.43 
. 81 
Rolling land 
.26 
.04 
.31 
.32 
.62 
- . 10 
In all of these groups of farms-with one exception-the corrected (or "relative") 
ero!ion rating is higher on tenant than on owner farms. 
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TABLE 1. TOPOGRAPHY, EROSION AND LAND USE ON CROP SHARE AND STOCK 
SHARE FARMS, 1929-33* 
Ratings of 
Type of lease 
Topograpby 
Crop sQare 2.84 
-' Stock sbare 3.22 
All farms** 2.96 
*For more detaIl, see table 6 
**Includes all farms surveyed. 
Percent of crop land in 
Grasses and 
Erosion Intertilled crops ,iegumes 
3 .17 70 10 
3.17 57 23 
2.96 59 19 
more exploitive crop system, with more corn and less grasses, is 
found on the crop share than on the stock share farms. 
Regarding land use in its effect on erosion, there are three. im-
portant criteria which largely determine the relative degree of ero-
sion and soil depletion on a given land class: ( 1) The proportion 
of the crop land in inter tilled crops, particularly corn; (2) the 
proportion of the crop land in grasses and legumes and (3) the 
proportion of the total farm land under permanent vegetative cover, 
i.e., permanent pasture and timbeL This study is an attempt to 
measure, in these quantitative terms, the influence of certain socio-
economic factors upon these criteria and ultimately upon the status 
of erosion on the respective farms. To the extent to which distri-
bution of soil types and character of topography are relatively 
homogeneous in an area, the proportions of the crop land in inter-
tilled crops and grasses, for a group of farms sufficiently large to 
cancel out individual managerial differences, can be considered as 
indicators of the relative degree of erosion on the respective farms. 
H one group of farms snows a significantly higher proportion of 
crop land in corn and a lower proportion in grasses than another 
group, it is safe to assume that the average relative degree of ero-
sion is higher in the one than in the otheL 
TENURE IN RELATION TO LAND USE AND EROSION9 
Land tenure refers to the proprietary or contractual conditions 
under which man occupies the land. These conditions largely deter-
mine the attitude of the operator toward the land, and this atti-
tude, in turn, strongly influences the character of land use and the 
degree of exploitation of the natural resources. 
The term "attitude" permits of many interpretations and can 
easily become a sUbjective recipient of anything one wishes it to 
contain. In the present study, this term is used in the restricted 
sense of specific expectancies and interests individuals have in a 
certain piece of land. On the economic plane, the term "attitude" 
refers to either short-time or long-time expectations of future in-
"This section is essentially an abstract of a more detailed analysis of this sub-
ject published under the title of "Problems of Lond Tenure in Relation to Land-
Use Adjustment," by Rainer Schickele and John P. HimmeIl, Land-Use Planning 
Publication No.9, Resettlement Administration, December, 1936. Some additional 
data and some new interpretations and conclusions have been incorporated in this 
section. 
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comes from a given piece of land; on the social plane, it refers to 
either a long-time or a short-time interest in a given farm as a 
place to live, in the community as a social and cultural center. It 
is beyond the scope of this study to inquire into the multitude of 
factors determining such attitudes. Age, health, education, social 
and economic ambitions, nationality, religion, family traditions, the 
rate at which people discount the future-these are only a few of 
the many elements which make up the attitude of a person or a 
community toward land. In our present analysis, the main em-
phasis, however, is placed upon the association of certain tenure 
conditions with the attitudes of people toward a given piece of land, 
that is, their expectation of future income from, and their interest 
in, the farm as a busir,tess and as a place to live. 
Tenure statistics are generally based on the classification of op-
erators or owners according to their proprietary status, as exempli-
fied by the famous concept of the agricultural ladder: laborer-
tenant----encumbered owner-mortgage-free owner-landlord. It is 
these proprietary relationships which are obtrusive and easy to re-
cord. The proprietary status, however, does not in itself imply a 
specific attitude toward the land and therefore does not directly in-
fluence land use. For instance, the present study clearly reveals 
that the relatively conservational character of land use found on 
owner-operated farms is practically identical with that on farms 
operated by tenants who are family-related to their landlords, be-
cause the attitude toward the land, that is, the expectation of fu-
ture incomes and the interest in home .and community, in both 
tenure classes is very similar and is characterized by a permanent 
interest in the farm and its environment, by an anticipation of 
long-time occupancy. 
The tenure status, in its proprietary or legal sense, therefore, 
will be reflected in land use only to the extent to which it connotes 
a certain specific attitude toward the land. The most important 
element in the attitude of a farmer regarding land use, however, is 
the anticipated length and security of occupancy of the farm. A 
categorical statement-such as: Tenancy inevitably leads to soil ex-
ploitation-is utterly untenable and betrays a serious misconcep-
tion of the problem. 
OWNER-OPERATORSHIP AND TENANCY 
LAND USE AND CROP SYSTEMS 
Table 2 gives clear evidence of the fact that tenancy, as a step 
in the course of inheritance of farm land, as an arrangement be-
tween family-related parties, results in land-use practices quite 
similar to those found under owner-operatorship and distinctly in 
contrast to those under strictly commercial tenancy.10 The percentage 
.lQFarms owned by an estate are classified as non·re1ated tenant farms because 
of the impersonal and commercial character of the landlord-tenant relationship 
usually found on estate farms. The concept of "related tenant" as used here is , 
therefore, different from that used by the U . S. Census. A "related tenant" in 
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TABLE 2 EROSION AND CROP SYSTEM BY CLASSES OF TENURE 1929- 33 , 
Ratings of Percentage Percentage of crop land in 
Average of (arm 
Number farm land in per- Grasses 
Tenure o( size Topog- manent Corn and Small and 
classes f.arms (.acres) raphy Erosion pasture soybeans grain legumes 
------ "--- ---------
Owners 124 205 2.97 2.85 14 56 22 21 
Related 
tenants 45 197 2 .82 2 .81 15 56 21 23 
Non-reI ated 
15 tenants 84 222 3.01 3.17 12 66 18 
All (arms 253 209 2 .96 2 .96 14 59 20 19 
of crop land in intertilled crops and grasses, and the proportion of 
the farm land in permanent pasture are practically identical for own-
er and related-tenant farms , and the relative degree of erosion is 
about average. On non-related tenant farms , the percentage of 
crop land in intertilled crops is 18 percent higher, in grasses and 
legumes 32 percent lower than on owner and related-tenant farms, 
and the relative degree of erosion is distinctly above average. 
The land-use practices, therefore, are substantially more exploi-
tive on non-related tenant farms than on related-tenant and owner 
farms. This relationship holds with extraordinary consistency 
throughout various subclassifications according to farm size and 
topography, although the number of cases in many of these sub-
classes is smallY 
The great similarity between owner and related-tenant farms in 
most important particulars justifies the combination, for further 
analysis, of owner and related-tenant farms into one tenure class 
characterized by a high degree of security of occupancy, in con-
trast to farms operated by non-related tenants as the other main 
tenure class with comparatively little security of tenure. In the 
following discussion, therefore, the term "owner" includes related 
tenants, and the term " tenants" refers to non-related tenants only, 
unless stated otherwise. 
The average percentages of crop land in inter tilled crops-66 
percent on non-related tenant as compared with 56 on owner and re-
lated-tenant farms-and in grasses and legumes- IS and 22 per-
cent , respectively-indicate clearly a considerably more exploitive 
crop system on non-related tenant farms. These averages for the 
tenure groups, however, minimize the seriousness of the tenure 
problem with respect to soil conservation. The frequency distri-
bution of farms by various classes of crop systems and tenure pre-
sented in table 3 shows that the modal group of non-related tenant 
farms falls in the range of 65 to 75 percent of crop land in corn, 
while the modal group of owner and related tenant farms falls in 
thi s stud y is a grandson, SO il , son-ill- law. brothe r, brot her-in- law or nephew of 
an individual owner. An estate has too often the character of a corporate owner 
to be conduc ive to the development of persona l landlord-tenant relat ionships. 
llThese subclassifications arc not presented in this bu lletin , as they did not re· 
vea l new aspects of the problem. They were, however, useful in roughl y testing 
the s ignificance of the variations of factors between the main classes. 
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TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF OWNER AND TENANT OPERATED FARMS BY 
PERCENTAGES OF CROP LAND IN INTERTILLED CROPS AND GRASSES AND 
LEGUMES 1929-33 
Owner-operated Tenant-operated 
All farms farms* farms 
Percentage of Percent Percent Percent 
crop land in class in class in class 
in Nu.m- Non-Icumu- Num- Non-Icumu- Num- Non-Icumu. ber cumu- lated ber cumu- lated ber cumu- rated 
lated lated l.ated 
Intertilled 
crops 
30- 34.9 2 1 1 2 1 1 - - -
35- 39.9 7 3 4 7 4 5 - - -
40- 44 .9 13 5 9 13 8 13 - - -
45- 49.9 24 9 18 20 12 25 4 5 5 
50- 54.9 50 20 38 42 25 50 8 10 15 
55- 59.9 43 17 55 26 15 65 17 20 35 
60- 64 . 9 36 14 69 23 14 79 13 15 50 
65- 74 . 9 48 19 88 25 15 94 23 27 77 
75- 100.0 30 12 100 11 6 100 19 23 100 
Total 253 100 - 169 100 - 84 100 -
._-------
Grasses and 
legumes 
0- 4 . 9 33 13 13 10 6 6 23 ' 28 28 
5- 9 . 9 26 10 23 15 9 15 11 13 41 
10- 14 . 9 53 21 44 34 20 35 19 23 64 
15- 19 . 9 36 14 58 26 15 50 1U 12 76 
20- 24 . 9 39 15 73 32 19 69 7 8 84 
25- 29 . 9 27 11 84 20 12 81 7 8 92 
30- 34 .9 24 10 94 18 11 92 6 7 99 
35- 39 . 9 8 3 97 7 4 96 1 1 100 
40- 100 . 0 7 3 100 7 4 100 - - -
Total 253 100 - 169 100 - 84 100 -
*Includmg related tenant farms . 
the range of 50 to 55 percent corn. Both groups comprise about 
one-fourth of the total number of " owners" and "tenants." The 
contrast between "owners" and "tenants" is particularly pronounced 
in the extreme ranges. Almost one-fourth of all "tenants" have 
more than 75 percent of their crop land in corn, as compared with 
only 6 percent of all "owners." Only one-twentieth of all "ten-
ants" have less than 50 percent in corn, as compared with one-
fourth of all "owners." 
The frequency distribution of owner and tenant farms by classes 
of grassland accentuates the seriousness of the tenancy problem in 
relation to soil conservation in a similar way. Forty-one percent 
of all tenants have less than 10 percent of their crop land in grass-
es and legumes, as compared with only 15 percent of all owners. 
This frequency distribution is highly important from the view-
point of soil conservation policy. It means that the average rela-
tive corn acreage or grass acreage understates the difficulties which 
arise through the tenancy situation in bringing about crop adjust-
ments. It means that if 50 to 55 percent should be considered a 
maximum limit of intertilled crops in proportion to the crop land 
under a conservation program, 85 percent of all tenants would have 
to make adjustments, as compared with only 50 percent of all own-
ers. And of those farms which have to adjust, the tenant farms 
have to take a much greater cut in corn acreage than do the owner 
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farms. Similarly, if 20 percent should be considered a mllllmum 
limit for the proportion of crop land in grasses and legumes, 76 
percent of all tenants would have to increase their grass land sub-
stantially, as compared with only 50 percent of all the owners. 
Throughout the following discussion, it must be kept in mind that 
although owner-operators follow more conservational practices than 
tenants, they nevertheless fall considerably short of maintaining the 
fertility of their soil resources. In this study we are not concerned 
with the agronomic requirements of soil conservation, but with the 
relationships between certain socio-economic conditions and the 
respective land use patterns and practices. 
LIVESTOCK ENTERPRISES 
Where erosion is serious the reduction of amount and velocity of 
the water run-off becomes of greatest importance. Because organic 
matter increases infiltration rate and waterholding capacity and 
promotes a vigorous plant growth, all practices affecting the organic 
matter content of the soil bear directly on the erosion problem. 
Besides crop residues and green manure, particularly sweet clover, 
the most important source of organic matter on the farm is manure, 
and the supply of manure is dependent upon the volume of the live-
stock enterprise, particularly of roughage-consuming livestock. 
Hence, the density of the livestock population per 100 acres of farm 
land is a serviceable indicator of the manure base of farms. As the 
character of the livestock enterprise is decidedly influenced by 
tenure conditions, some important criteria of livestock systems have 
been included in the analysis. 
According to table 4 owner farms carry eight more roughage-con-
suming animal units12 (mostly cattle) per 100 acres of farm land 
and produce 203 more pounds of butterfat than do tenant farms. 
This means that the manure base on owner farms is much larger. 
Observations indicate that the manure is also better cared for and 
more systematically utilized on owner than on tenant farms. The 
replacement of organic matter through manure application to the 
soil is an important measure to reduce erosion losses and maintain 
TABLE 4. VOLUME OF LIVESTOCK ENTERPRISES, AND CORN YIELDS, BY 
TENURE CLASSES, 1929-33. 
Per 100 acres offarm land 
Pounds of Corn yields 
Number of Hog Roughage butterfat bushels per 
Tenure class farms A.U.* A.U.** produced acre 
Owners*** 169 14 22 597 45 
Tenants 84 11 14 394 41 
Alll.arms 253 13 19 526 43 
*Flve hogs equal one ammal umt. 
**Includes all roughage-consuming animals, that is, cattle, horses and sheep. One mature 
cow or one horse or seven sheep equal one animal unit. 
***Including related tenants. 
t2The number of animals with a feed requirement equal to that of a mature cow 
(of average weight and average productivity) constitutes one animal unit. For a 
detailed discussion of the use of animal units in similar studies, see Schickele, 
Rainer, Methodology in Soil Conservation and Agricultural Adjustment Research, 
Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta., Res. Bul. 209, pp. 358·362. 
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fertility. That corn yields are about 4 bushels per acre, or 10 per-
cent, higher on owner than on tenant farms is probably due largely to 
two factors, (1) more grasses and legumes in the rotation and (2) 
more and better preserved manure from the larger livestock enter-
prises. 
The greater volume of the livestock enterprise, particularly of 
roughage-eating livestock, is believed to be in part responsible for 
the relatively smaller degree of erosion on owner farms. It also 
indicates that the owner farm organization is of a much more stable 
and long-time character than the tenant farm organization. This 
stability of tenure and the possibility of long-time planning of farm-
ing operations facilitates definitely the conservation of the land re-
sources. I i 
The reduction in corn acreage is one of the most important re-
quirements for soil conservation and erosion control in the rolling 
sections of the Corn Belt. It has been shown (table 2) that owners 
are following a more conservational crop system with less land in 
corn and more in grasses and legumes than are tenants and that 
corn yields on owner farms, partly on account of more legumes in 
the rotation and more manure application, are consistently higher 
than on tenant farms. The question then arises: To what extent 
do the higher corn yields offset the lower acreage? This question , 
obviously, is of great economic concern to the individual farmer 
as well as to Corn Belt agriculture as a whole. 
In the Tarkio Creek area, the owner farms have 10 acres less corn 
per 100 acres of crop land but produce 4 bushels more per acre, so 
that their corn production per 100 acres' of crop land is only 186 
bushels smaller than that of the tenant farms, as shown in table S. 
Hence, the owners actually produce less corn than the tenants, but 
the production reduction is only half as great as the acreage reduc-
tion. Considering the fact that the grass and legume acreage (per 
100 acres of crop land) is 7 acres larger on owner than on tenant 
farms, it is apparent that the aggregate feed production per 100 
acres of crop land is only insignificantly decreased or, perhaps, 
even slightly increased by a moderate corn acreage reduction, a sub-
stantial legume acreage increase and an increase in crop yields due 
partly to a larger manure base and partly to the larger legume 
acreage in the rotation. 
TABLE 5. CORN ACREAGE, YIELD AND PRODUCTION AND GRASS ACREAGE 
PER 100 ACRES OF CROP LAND AND ROUGHAGE-CONSUMING ANIMAL UNITS, 
ON TENANT AND OWNER FARMS 1929- 33. 
Differen ce between 
Comparative factors Tenant Owner tenant and owner 
farms farms farms 
-
Absolute Percent 
Corn acres per 100 acres of crop land. 66 56 - 10 - 15 
Average corn yield (bushels per acre). 41 45 + 4 + 10 
Corn production on 100 acre crop land (bu.). 2706 2520 - 186 - 7 
Grass and legume acres per 100 A. crop land 15 22 + 7 +47 
Roughage animal units per 100 acres. 14 22 + 8 + 57 
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TYPES OF LEASES 
The mere fact that a piece of land is operated by some other per-
son than the owner does not necessarily cause specific land ex-
ploitation. It is the attitude of the operator toward the land, his 
interest in the perpetuation of the farm's productive power, that 
influences the character of the land use. This attitude and interest 
in the land are, within limits, both determined and reflected by the 
type of lease and the lease provisions under which a tenant oper-
ates a farm. 
The distribution of lease types in table 6 indicates tenure con-
ditions which are out of adjustment with the agricultural oppor-
tunities of the area. These opportunities lie in the direction of 
livestock farming, instead of cash grain farming. The strongly 
predominating crop share lease, however, automatically engenders 
a cash grain type-of-farming and discourages the development of 
livestock enterprises. Since crop share tenants usually deliver about 
half of the grain crop to the landlord, their farming system is, by 
this very fact, practically of a cash grain type. They have not 
only fewer cattle but fewer hogs as well when compared with stock 
share tenants or owner-operators (see table 4). 
The relation between types of leases and crop systems is striking. 
The crop share tenants have 13 acres more intertiIIed crops, and 
13 acres less grass land per 100 crop acres than the stock share 
tenants. These differences in crop systems are reflected in the live-
stock enterprises. The crop' share tenants produce only slightly 
more than half as many roughage-consuming animals and hogs as 
the stock share tenants. 
It should be realized that there is no clear-cut cause-effect re-
lationship between lease type and land use. That is to say that 
more livestock on stock share farms is not caused by the lease, but 
the lease is selected by landlord and tenant at least partly because 
it fits livestock farming better than a crop share lease. This dis-
tinction is important lest one may draw the erroneous conclusion 
that land-use adjustments and better erosion control could be 
achieved merely by changing from a crop share to a stock share 
lease. Stock share leases will be used only where both parties are 
TABLE 6. T YPES OF LEASES IN RELATION TO EROSION, CROP SYSTEMS AND 
LIVESTOCK E N TERPRISES ON NON-RELATED TENANT FARMS 1929- 33 
P er· P ercen ta ge of Ratings of cent.age crop land in Per 100 acres of (arm land 
Aver- of farm Pounds 
N um- age land in Corn Gr.asses of 
Type ber farm p erm a- and and Rough- butter-
of of size T opog- Ero- ment soy- leg- ~~. age Total fat pro-lease farms (A.) rap hy sion pasture beans urnes A.U. A.U.* duced 
----
-
._--
---------------
Crop 
share 57 181 2 .84 3. 17 11 70 10 8 11 20 497 
Stock 
share 23 340 3. 22 3. 17 14 57 23 14 19 34 252 
Cash rent 4 120 3. 22 3 .33 7 69 15 18 14 34 505 
All t ypes 84 222 3. 01 3. 17 12 66 15 11 14 26 394 
* In cludes p oul t ry animal Units. One hundred hens equal one animal umt . . 
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interested in livestock farming, and livestock farming is apt to 
make for a more conservational land use. 
It is interesting to note that the stock share tenants follow crop 
and livestock systems very similar to those of the owners (see 
tables 2 and 4) .13 Correspondingly, the relative degree of erosion 
on stock share farms, like that on the owner farms, is below aver-
age, that is, the erosion rating is lower than the topography rating, 
while the crop share farms have the highest relative degree of ero-
sion of any group of farms studied. 
As much as 70 percent of crop land in intertilled crops and as 
little as 10 percent in grasses and legumes, with only 11 roughage-
consuming animal units per 100 acres on crop share farms mani-
fests, indeed, an extremely exploitive system of land use particularly 
if little or no legumes are grown for green manure. It is, obviously, 
the conditions associated with this lease type on non-related tenant 
farms which produce the most stubborn obstacles to the adoption 
of soil conservation practices. 
Again, the question arises as to how the stock share farms with 
their better balanced rotations and greater livestock enterprise com-
pare in feed production with the strongly exploitive grain rotations 
on crop share farms. 
A comparison of corn acreage, yield ·and production between 
stock-share and crop-share tenants reveals that the stock share farms 
with only 57 percent of their crop land in corn but with 23 per-
cent in grasses and legumes and with eight more roughage-consum-
ing animal units per 100 acres of farm land, produce slightly more 
corn and considerably more aggregate feed units per 100 crop acres 
than do the crop share farms, as is shown in table 7. 
Much caution, however, is needed in evaluating these facts from 
the viewpoint of soil conservation policies. In the first place, most 
of the stock share farms regularly buy feed from outside and there-
by indirectly " import" plant nutrients . General feed purchases of 
similar dimensions for the area as a whole are not likely to occur 
under an adjustment program, particularly if feed grains are to be 
reduced in other areas also. 
TABLE 7. CORN ACREAGES, YIELD AND PRODUCTION AND GRASS ACREAGE 
PER 100 ACRES OF CROPILAND, AND ROUGHAGE-CONSUMING1ANIMAL UNITS 
ON NON-RELATED TENANT FARMS WITH CROP SHARE AND STOCK SHARE 
LEASES 1929 33 -
Crop Stock Difference between 
Comparative factors share share crop share and stock 
leases leases share leases 
Absolute Percent 
Corn acres per 100 acres of cro p land 70 57 - 13 - 19 
Average corn yields (bu. per acre) 37 47 +10 + 26 
Corn production on 100 A. crop land (bu.) 2600 2670 +70 + 3 
Grass and legume acres per 100 A. crop land 10 23 +13 +130 
Roughage animal units per 100 acres 11 19 + 8 + 73 
l3The exceptionally low butterfat production on stock share farms indicates that 
the cattle enterprise is primarily of the beef cattle type. Accordingly, their aver-
age farm size is much larger than that of owner and crop share tenant farms. 
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Secondly-and probably more important-the tenure conditions 
under stock share leases usually reflect an attitude toward the land 
on the part of both tenant and landlord quite different from that 
commonly found under crop share leases. Both parties are inter-
ested in livestock farming involving longer production cycles. The 
average stock share renter is more secure in his tenure, anticipates 
to stay on the farm for a longer time and is in much closer contact 
with his landlord than the average crop share tenant. Such ar-
rangements bolster almost automatically the interest of both tenant 
and landlord in the perpetuation of the farm 's producing power, 
create an attitude similar to that of owner-operators and are relative-
ly favorable to soil conservation. Unless a similar attitude is develop-
ed on crop share farms and is translated into adequate leasing ar-
rangements, the really essential and long-time soil conservation 
measures will not be generally and permanently adopted but will 
continue to depend on benefit payments and other subsidies. 
In high tenancy areas, a general use of the stock share lease, 
which undoubtedly would facilitate soil conservation, is unlikely to 
occur. Under a stock share arrangement, tenant and landlord must 
be interested in livestock farming, must be willing and able to co-
operate closely, must have considerable personal confidence in one 
another, and the landlord must be able to contribute a substantial 
part of the management and financing of the farm business. How-
ever, more and more of the competent tenants strive for greater 
independence-which is indicated by the long-time trend toward 
cash leases-and more and more landlords become removed from 
the realities of modern farm life and farming problems-which is 
evidenced by the growing demand for management services. 
A few words may be added regarding the lease types and farm-
ing systems found on related-tenant farms. As pointed out before, 
the farming systems of related tenants approach rather closely those 
of owner-operators almost regardless of the lease type used. Yet, 
the differences in land use and livestock systems between the various 
lease types, although much smaller than on non-related tenant farms, 
lie in the same direction, as table 8 shows. Note that almost half 
of the leases on related-tenant farms are of the stock share type, 
TABLE 8. TYPES OF LEASES IN RELATION TO EROSION, CROP SYSTEMS AND 
LIVESTOCK ENTERPRISES ON RELATED-TENANT FARMS 1929-33 
Per- Percentage of Ratings of centage crop land in Per 100 acres of farm land 
Aver. of farm Pounds 
Num- age land in Corn Grasses of 
Type ber farm perma- and and Rough- butter-
of of size Topog- Ero- nent soy- ieg- Hog age Total fat pro-
lease farms CA.) raphy sion pasture beans urnes A.U. A.U. A.U.* 'duced 
Cropshare 18 164 2.86 2.99 -1-3- -5-7 - - 1-9- IT -1-6-29 5T9 
Stock 
share 21 226 2 .79 2.69 15 55 27 14 20 34 540 
Cash rent 6 195 2 .84 2 .82 19 58 16 15 24 40 655 
All types 45 197 2 .82 2.81 15 56 23 13 19 33 548 
*Includes poultry 
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as compared with only about one-fourth on non-related tenant 
farms. This, together with the relatively conservational rotations 
found on crop share farms of tenants related to their landlords, is 
evidence of a substantial congruity of attitudes toward and interest 
in the land between related tenants and owner-operators. 
LENGTH OF OCCUPANCY IN RELATION TO TYPES OF TENURE 
AND TYPES OF LANDLORDS 
The ultimate issue in the tenure problem is the attitude of people 
toward the land, of the individual's expectancies of future incomes 
from a given farm and his interest in the community. This atti-
tude is decisively influenced by the past and particularly the antici-
pated length of occupancy or ownership of a specific piece of land. 
The number of years an operator expects to stay on one farm de-
termines almost every major decision in his farming operations. 
His attitude toward the land, the farm as a place to live and the 
community depends largely upon the security of his tenure. 
The landlord's attitude is shaped by his motives for owning land, 
his knowledge of farming, the anticipated length of ownership, his 
occupational background and many other factors. His occupation, 
his residence, his family relation to the tenant and the lease type 
he uses, are, however, the only information obtained in this study 
from which inference can be drawn regarding his attitude toward 
the land. Since the landlord's attitude is a strong factor in deter-
mining the tenant's security of occupancy, and frequently also the 
crop system to be followed, it has an important bearing on the 
problem of land use and soil conservation. 
In studying the effect of tenure on erosion, crop system and var-
ious phases of farm organization, the information used pertains 
to 1933 and several preceding years (1929-33) in order to assure 
some measure of normality in the relationships of the factors ana-
lyzed. The year 1934 was exceptional in three important respects: 
The weather, the corn-hog program and the Soil Erosion Service. 
Information for this year, therefore, was not obtained. Regarding 
the system of land tenure and the characteristics of landlord-tenant 
relationships, 1935, the year of the survey, yields more adequate 
information than earlier years, and for this part of the study the 
data for 1935 are used. 
The change in the general tenure pattern from 1933 to 1935 
amounts to a 9 percent decrease in owner-operators and a like in-
crease in tenancy, according to table 9. The fact that 7 out of 11 
farms which changed from owner to tenant operation went into 
the hands of relatives of the landlords, suggests that the greater 
part of the increase in tenancy was due to retirement of the pre-
vious owner-operators rather than to forced transfer of ownership 
under financial distress. The sample, with 55 percent tenancy, is 
fairly representative of the area, since the 1935 Census reports 54 
percent tenancy in Montgomery County and 48 percent in Page 
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TABLE 9. DISTRIBUTION OF FARMS BY MAJOR CLASSES OF TENURE. 1935 
AND 1933. 
1935 1933 Change from 1933 
Classes of tenure Number Number Number 
of farms Percent of farms Percent of farms Percent 
Owners 113 45 124 49 -11 -9 
Related tenants 52 20 45 18 + 7 +15 
Non-related 88 35 84 33 +4 + 5 
Total 253 100 253 100 
County. According to the survey, 35 percent of all farms are rent-
ed by non-related tenants. In view of the discussion in the pre-
ceding section, it is reasonable to assume that on about one-
third of all the farms the tenure conditions constitute not the sole, 
but a major obstacle to the attainment of better land use and soil 
.conservation. 
TYPES OF LEASES AND LANDLORDS 
It appears that the preference for a certain lease type varies be-
tween classes of landlords. Table 10 shows that almost one-half 
of the family-related landlords use stock share leases, as compared 
with only one-third of the non-related private and none of the cor-
porate landlords. The preference for this lease type among related 
landlords and tenants indicates that family relationship often sets 
the stage for successful stock share arrangements through (1) mu-
tual confidence and cooperation, (2) interest in livestock farming 
and (3) security of the tenant's occupancy. Most of the crop share 
leases, i.e., 78 percent, are in the hands of non-related landlords. 
The influence of the landlord's occupation on the preference for 
certain lease types is indicated in table 11. Retired farmers use 
the crop share lease least frequently, while corporations use it ex-
clusively. Business men, professional men and particularly land-
lords without occupation (mostly widows) show a distinct prefer-
ence for crop share leases. Almost 60 percent of the retired farm-
ers employ the stock share lease, which reflects the relative close-
ness of this class of landlords to the local farming conditions. The 
cash rent lease is most frequently found on estate-owned farms. 
TABLE 10. DISTRIBUTION OF LEASE TYPES BY CLASSES OF LANDLORDS. 
1935 
Crop share Stock share Cash rent All 
Landlords leases leases leases leases 
Related. number 18 25 9 52 
Percent of allle.ases 35 48 17 100 
Percent of all landlords 22 54 82 37 
Non-related private 40 21 2 63 
Percent of all leases 64 33 3 100 
PerceQt of all landlords 48 46 18 45 
Corporate, number 25 - - 25 
Percent of all leases 100 - - 100 
Percent of all landlords 30 - - 18 
All landlords. number 83 46 11 140 
Percent of all leases 59 35 8 100 
Percent of all landlords 100 100 100 100 
-. 
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TABLE 11 OCCUPATION OF LANDLORD BY TYPES OF LEASES 1935 , 
Occupation of Crop share lease ::ltoCk share lease Cash rent lease All leases 
landlord Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
--------- ------------
Active farmer 15 48 14 45 2 7 31 100 
Retired farmer 14 41 20 59 - - 34 100 
Business 10 55 7 39 1 6 18 100 
Professional 6 60 3 30 1 10 10 100 
No occupation 7 70 2 20 1 10 10 100 
Estate 6 50 -
- 6 50 12 100 Credit corpor. 25 100 
-
- - - 25 100 
Total 83 - 46 - 11 - 140 -
How active a part a landlord can take in the management of his 
farm depends a good deal on the distance between the landlord's 
residence and the farm. Since the various lease types imply various 
degrees of activity in management on the part of the landlord, the 
residence of the landlord can be expected to have some influence on 
the type of lease used. 
The landlords of all stock share farms, with one exception, are liv-
ing within 25 miles of their farms and are classified as "resident" 
landlords, as shown in table 12. About one-fourth of the private 
landlords of crop share as well as cash rent farms are absentee 
landlords. Apparently the stock share lease is not suitable for ab-
sentee landlords. Considering all lease types used by private land-
lords, 84 percent are held by resident and 16 percent by absentee 
landlords. This may seem to be a rather small extent of absentee 
landlordism, and it very likely is, compared with some northern 
sections of the state. If corporations are included in the absentee 
landlord group, however, the proportion of absentee landlords in-
creases to 31 percent of all rented farms covered by the survey. (Of 
the 25 farms owned by corporations, 12 are held by national, 12 
by state and one by local institutions.) 
TABLE 12. RESIDENCE OF PRIVATE LANDLORDS IN RELATION TO TYPES OF 
LEASES 1935 
Residence of Crop share lease Sto ck share lease Cash rent lease All lease types private 
landlords Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
---------------------
Resident* 44 76 45 98 8 73 97 84 
Absentee 14 24 1 2 3 27 18 16 
Total 5R 100 4(; 100 11 100 115 100 
*Alliandiords hVlng WIthin a radIUS of 25 mIles of the farm. 
After having obtained a picture of the general tenure pattern 
and the preferences of various classes of landlords for certain lease 
types, we may now inquire into the length of occupancy associat-
ed with various classes of landlords and types of leases. 
LENGTH OF OCCUPANCY AND TYPES OF LANDLORDS 
Distinction must be made between the past length of occupancy 
and the anticipated length or security of occupancy. Many a ten-
ant operates the same farm for many years without ever having any 
assurance to stay for more than 1 year ahead and naturally shuns 
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TABLE 13. LENGTH OF OCCUPANCY IN RELATION TO CLASSES OF LANDLORDS, 
1935 
Years of Private landlords Corporate* 
tenant on Related Not related landlords All landlords 
present farm Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
---
--_. 
---------------
Less than 5 18 34 38 61 9 36 65 47 
5- 9 16 31 10 16 6 24 32 23 
10-14 8 15 7 11 2 8 17 12 
15-19 5 10 4 6 4 16 13 9 
More than 19 5 10 4 6 4** 16 13 9 
Total 52 100 63 100 25 100 140 100 
---------------------
Ave. no. years 8.5 6.3 10.6 7.9 
*The corporatIOns have owned these farms an average of 3 years. On 13 of the 25 farms 
the previous owners, of whom there were six, or tenants, of whom there were seven. remained 
on the farms, which accounts for the long occupancy on many of these corporatEH>wned farms. 
**One of these four is the previous owner and has operated this farm for more than 40 years. 
any long-time commitments of a financial or social nature. The 
past length of occupancy, therefore, is not a dependable measure 
of security of tenure. This must be kept in mind in interpreting 
the following data. 
Table 13 distinctly reveals the influence certain classes of land-
lords have on the length of tenant occupancy. While only one-
third of the tenants of related landlords were on their farms for 
less than 5 years, this proportion was almost two-thirds, or twice 
as large, for tenants of non-related private landlords. This great 
difference appears even more accentuated if we take cognizance of 
the fact that the short occupancies on related tenant farms, in gen-
eral, do not imply insecurity of tenure, while even the longer oc-
cupancies on non-related tenant farms are usually not associated 
with any assurance of future tenure. In other words, most of the 
related tenants less than 5 years on the farm expect to stay for 
many years and ultimately become owners, while most of the non-
related tenants, even if they have been more than 5 years on the 
farm, still do not know whether they can stay for more than 1 year 
at a time.H There can be little doubt that the differences in land 
use and crop systems between these two groups of tenant farms 
discussed earlier are essentially a reflection of the differences in 
length and security of occupancyY; 
LENGTH OF OCCUPANCY AND LEASE TYPES 
A relation between the type of lease and the length of occupancy 
appears in table 14. Since the existence or absence of family-rela-
tionships has, as we have just seen, a decided influence on the 
length of occupancy, the occupancies under the various lease types 
l<There is every reason to believe that if most of the non-related tenants with 
long past occupancies had known from the beginning that they could stay on the 
farm for sO long a period they would have taken better care of the land and fol-
lowed land use practices similar to those of the related tenants. See tables 2, 6 and 
8 and their discussion. The average length of occupancy of owner-operators is 17.8 
years. 
15possibly, the average related tenant 'has easier access to credit than the llon· 
related tenant . If this holds true, the related tenant would have an advantage in 
developing livestock enterprises and following better rotations. But even then it 
is his greater security of occupancy which enables him to take this advantage. 
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TABLE 14 LENGTH OF OCCUPANCY IN RELATION TO TYPES OF LEASES 1935 , 
Crop share leases Stock share leases Cash rent leases 
Years of tenant on present farm Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
------ '---------
Tenants of non related 
private landlords 
Less than 5 26 65 8 38 1 50 
6- 9 6 15 6 29 1 50 
10-14 4 10 3 14 - -
16-19 3 7 1 5 - -
More than 19 1 3 3 14 - -
Total 40 100 21 100 2 100 
---------------
Average number years 6 .2 9 . 1 5.0 
---------------
Related tenants 
Less than 5 7 39 9 36 2 2~ 
6- 9 5 28 7 28 4 45 
10-14 2 11 4 16 2 22 
15-19 2 11 2 8 1 11 
More than 19 2 11 3 12 - -
Total 18 100 25 100 9 100 
---------
-.--
-'-
Average Dumber years 8.9 8.3 8.0 
are compared within each of these tenancy groups so as to eliminate 
the factor of family relationship. 
These data present forceful evidence for our thesis that although 
there is a distinct association between a certain lease type and the 
length of occupancy under strictly impersonal and commercial con-
ditions, such association is completely nullified under conditions of 
family-relationships. The occupancies of non-related tenants under 
crop share leases are substantially shorter than under stock share 
leases, while for related tenants practically no difference exists be-
tween these two lease types. This situation is corollary to the fact 
previously discussed that although there are distinct associations 
between certain lease types and certain land uses on non-related 
tenant farms, such associations are greatly weakened on related-
tenant farms. If we remember that the land use on non-related 
tenant farms under crop share leases is the most exploitive of any 
group of farms studied (see table 6), the fact that this same group 
of farms also has the shortest occupancies takes on a deeper mean-
ing. These facts and considerations strongly support the conten-
tion previously made that it is not the lease type in itself, but the 
attitude it implies and engenders, and the security of tenure it 
conveys, which determine the conservational character of the land 
use associated with it. 
Under conditions of family-relationships, the interdependencies 
between lease types and land use are negligible, because the atti-
tude of the tenant is characterized by a long-time interest in the 
land. Under conditions of impersonal business-relationships a defi-
nite interdependency exists between the crop share lease and ex-
ploitive land use and between the stock share lease and relatively 
conservational land use, because the attitude of the tenant under 
the former is characterized by a short-time, under the latter by a 
long-time interest in the land.16 
l°It should be noted that the crop share leases on non-related tenant farms run 
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CHANGES IN THE TENURE PATTERN, 1926-35 
The development of agriculture and rural community life in a 
given area is necessarily influenced by the degree of stability of 
land tenure. Unfortunately, information on the history of indi-
vidual farms for several decades is extremely scant. Census data 
concerning tenure are incomplete and crude. The survey in the 
Tarkio Creek area attempts to throw some light on the stability of 
farm tenure. 
Of the 113 farms which were owner-operated in 1935, 88 percent 
had been operated by owners for more than 10 years, as shown in 
table 15. There had been changes in ownership on 14 of these 
99 farms, but they had never been rented during the la-year period. 
Fourteen farms, or 12 percent of all farms now owner-operated, 
changed their status from tenancy to owner-operation after 192 5. 
But this does not represent a net change in the indicated direc-
tion. During the same period 68 farms changed from owner-opera-
tion to tenancy, which means a net increase in tenancy of 54 farms, 
or 21 percent of all 253 farms surveyed, during the l'lSt 10 years-
a very remarkable change for such a relatively short period of time. 
It means that 10 years ago only one-third of the farms (86 out of 
253) were tenant-operated, as compared with more than one-half 
(140) in 1935. 
Changes in tenure during the period of 1926-35 are shown in 
more detail in table 16. Of the 68 farms that changed from 
owner-operatorship to tenancy, 63 percent were rented under a crop 
share lease, 31 percent under a stock share and 6 percent under a 
cash rent lease. The two latter types of leases were used predom-
inantly by related landlords. Forty-three percent of the "new" 
tenants were related tenants, 31 percent were tenants of non-related 
private landlords, and 26 percent were tenants of corporations. 
Although a la-year period is relatively short from the viewpoint 
TABLE 15. STABILITY OF THE TENURE PATTERN OVER A 10-YEAR PERIOD, 
1926-35 
Farms 
Farms Percent of 
Number Total Subtotal 
-------
Total 253 100 -
Owner-operated (as of 1935) 113* 45 100 
More than 10 years 99** 39 88 
Less than 10 years 14 6 12 
Tenant-operated (as of 1935) 140 55 100 
More than 10 years 72 28 51 
Less than 10 years 68*** 27 49 
. . 
*Twenty-two of the 113 owner-operators rented addItIOnal land In 1935. 
**Fourteen of these farms changed ownership but were owner-operated throughout the 10 
years. 
***Eleven of the 68 farms changed from owner-operatorship to tenant-operatorship during 
the years 1934 and 1935. 
for I-year terms, with only two exceptions. Most of the crop share leases on related-
tenant farms are oral and run indefinitely. All stock share leases on related and 
non-related tenant farms pro"vided for automatic continuation. 
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TABLE 16. CHANGES IN TENURE DURING THE PERIOD 1926-35, BY TYPES 
OF LEASES AND TYPES OF LANDLORDS 
Number of farms 
Types of lease and types of landlords Private landlords Corporate 
Total Related Non-reI. landlords 
From owner-operatorship to 
tenancy 
Present type of lease: 
Crop share 43 9 16 18 
Stock share 21 16 5 -
Cash rent 4 4 - -
---
All types of leases 68 29 21 18 
From tenancy to owner-
operatorshi p 
Former type of lease: 
Crop share 8 1 7 
-Stock share 3 2 1 
-Cash rent 3 2 1 
-
All types of leases 14* 5** 9** 
-
Net change from owner operatorship 
to tenant-operatorship 54 24 12 18 
Changes of lease types within tenancy 
From crop share to stock share lease 3 - 3 -
From crop share to cash rent lease 1 1 
- -
From stock share to cro p share lease 5 2 - 3 
From cash rent to stock share lease 1 - 1 -
---
All changes of lease types 10 3 4 3 
*In four cases the present owner-operator IS the former tenant ltwo Cormer stock share, 
two former cash rent tenants). In six cases the present owner-operator is the former landlord 
(five former crop share, one former cash rent landlord} .In four cases the present owner-operator 
had no connection with the farm before. 
**Refers to type of landlord previous to the change to owner-operatorship. 
of land tenure developments, a fairly balanced tenure pattern could 
be expected to show approximately the same number of farms 
shifting from owner to related tenant-operatorship as the number 
shifting from related tenant to owner-operatorship during a lO-year 
period. Our data show, however, that about six times as many 
farms changed from owner to related-tenant operatorship (29 farms) 
as changed from related-tenant to owner-operatorship (five farms). 
This fact may in part be due to an exceptionally high retirement 
rate of farmers during the late twenties on the one hand and an ex-
ceptionally low rate of transfer of title to the related-tenants on 
the other. 
The depression certainly was one of the reasons for the low rate 
of title transfers. The extremely low farm prices and relatively 
high interest and other fixed charges made it very difficult for fam-
ily tenants to payoff other heirs and satisfy sundry claims prior 
to taking over the title to the farm. It is quite likely that farms 
will not be transferred from father to son at the same rate as they 
were in the past, because many a father has not acquired enough 
wealth to enable him to retire, and the son has not accumulated 
enough savings to buyout the other heirs. This means that the 
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average length of tenant operatorship is likely to be greater after 
the depression than it was before. 
Whatever the reasons may be for the disproportionate increase 
in tenancy, it remains a fact that the tenure pattern is seriously 
out of balance. Considering further that savings are much more 
quickly wiped out during a depression than they can be built up 
again from earnings during recovery, it appears likely that it would 
take considerably more than 10 years for these "new" tenant farms 
to go back to owner-operatorship, unless some carefully designed 
measures of public action effectively facilitate such a reversion. 
Studying the change from tenant to owner-operatorship in more 
detail, it is revealed that in only 4 of the 14 cases was the present 
"new" owner the former tenant. In 6 of the 14 cases the present 
"new" owner-operator was the former landlord. This may be more 
specifically a result of the depression, when some landlords engaged 
in urban occupations lost their jobs or could no longer live on 
their rental share from the farm and decided to operate their farms 
themselves. The fact that more of the "new" owner-operators 
were the former landlords than the former tenants can hardly rep-
resent a normal situation. 
In the remaining 4 of the 14 cases, the present "new" owner-
operators had no previous connections with the farm. This means 
that during the la-year period there were as m~y farmers from 
outside buying the farms as there were tenants becoming owners 
of their respective farms without moving. 
Of the 72 farms operated by tenants during the last 10 years 
(see table 15), the type of lease was changed on 10 farms, as in-
dicated in table 16. No strong trend toward a specific lease type 
seems to emerge from these changes. It should be noticed, how-
ever, that three of the five "new" crop share leases lost from the 
stock share groups are held by corporate landlords. Insurance 
companies use the crop share leases almost exclusively. This change 
in lease type, therefore, is incident to the change in ownership rather 
than an indication of dissatisfaction with the stock share lease. 
In general, the changes in the tenure pattern during the last 10 
years indicate an aggravating tenancy problem. Table 17 shows 
that the number of owner-operated farms has decreased by 32 per-
cent. The increase in the number of farms rented under crop share 
leases was 77 percent, which is considerably more than the increase 
in either stock share or cash rent farms. 
TABLE 17 COMPARISON OF THE TENURE PATTERNS 1926 AND 1935 
1926 1935 Percentage change 
Tenure pattern Number Percent Number Percent from 1926 to 1935 
Owner operated farms 167 66 113 45 -32 
Crop share farms 47 19 83 33 +77 
Stock share farms 29 11 46 18 +59 
Cash rent farms 10 4 11 4 +10 
All farms 253 100 253 100 
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Considering these facts in the light of the previous discussion on 
the relation between tenancy in general and the crop share lease in 
particular and the use of the land resources, it becomes apparent 
that no land-use policy can avoid facing this issue of dealing with 
tenure conditions which are truly antagonistic to the objectives of 
land-use adjustments. 
FARM INDEBTEDNESS AND THE EROSION PROBLEM 
If fixed financial obligations, primarily resulting from debts and 
taxes, get out of line with the current price situation or with the 
productive capacity of the land or with both, the debt and tax 
structures become a powerful obstacle to proper land-use and soil 
conservation. As long as only a few farms here and there are suf-
fering from excessive fixed charges, it is a matter of individual ad-
justments and does not affect the soil conservation problem at large. 
When a high proportion of the farms in a given area, however, are 
burdened with excessive fixed charges, public policy of conserva-
tion is confronted with the specific problem of adjustments in the 
credit and taxation systems of the affected area. Our study dis-
closes symptoms which point to the existence of a general debt 
problem in the area, while the tax problem appears to be of minor 
importance. 
MORTGAGE INDEBTEDNESS IN RELATION TO THE QUALITY 
OF LAND 
Two aspects of the debt burden on a farm must be distinguished: 
the amount of the debt obligation (a) in relation to farm prices 
and (b) in relation to the farm 's productive capacity. Although 
these two aspects are multifariously interlinked and lead back to 
a common factor, land valuation, they nevertheless refer to two dif-
ferent sets of conditions: the first to the relation between the an-
nual interest and amortization charges and the current level of 
farm prices; the second to the relation between the long-time debt 
charges and the long-time ability of the farm to produce a suffi-
cient output to amortize the debt. 
To the extent to which an excessive debt pressure on a given 
farm is caused by an extremely depressed price level, we are fac-
ing an acute problem of temporary nature ; to the extent to which 
such debt pressure is caused by the inability of the farm to con-
tinually produce, under normal price conditions, enough to carry 
the debt load and maintain its soil resources, we are facing a chronic 
problem of over-valuation and over-indebtedness. It is this latter 
problem, this second aspect of the farm debt burden, with which 
we are concerned here. 
Land in many sections of southern Iowa has been greatly over-
valued in the past, partly because of the general failure to recog-
nize the seriousness of erosion under the prevailing land-use pat-
tern, or, in other words, because of a general misjudgment of the 
385 
long-time productive capacity of the land. This over-valuation of 
land is illustrated by the fact that in 1935 southern Iowa land 
values remained 35 to 50 percent below the 1910 level, while in 
central and northwestern Iowa land values had practically regained 
the 1910 level. In Montgomery and Page counties the 1935 land 
values were about 35 percent below the 1910 level. Farther east, 
in the older settled counties where the surface soil was shallower 
from the start and where erosion has created a much more critical 
situation in recent years, land values in 1935 were even 50 to 55 
percent below 1910.17 There can be little doubt that the debt 
structure erected over the pre-war and pre-depression land values 
in this area is extremely oppressive and is hampering the improve-
ment in land use and conservation practices. 
In the Tarkio Creek area, soil conditions are considerably more 
homogeneous than farther east, and the potential erodibility of the 
land is largely determined by the topography. It appears logical, 
therefore, that a given mortgage debt per acre is, ceteris paribus, 
more burdensome on strongly rolling land than on level to gently 
rolling land. Table 18 shows, however, that there is little difference 
in the debt load between these two classes of land. The fact that 
about half the land in both topography classes carries mortgages of 
over $50 per acre (as of 1933) suggests a relative over-valuation of 
the strongly rolling farms which are highly susceptible to erosion. 
Obviously, the erosion factor has not been taken into account suffi-
ciently in placing loans on this land class. 
Furthermore, it is important to note that the land carrying heavy 
mortgages actually produces ·lower yields of corn than lands with 
light encumbrances (see table 18) . The fact that the size of the 
mortgage is reflected neither in the topography nor in the corn 
yields, effectively disposes of the argument that the farms with 
heavy mortgages are better farms and can stand heavier cropping 
than those with small mortgages. 
TABLE 18. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STRONGLY ROLLING AND LEVEL 
TO GENTLY ROLLING CROP LAND, AND CORN YIELDS, BY CLASSES OF MORT-
GAGE PER ACRE 1933 , 
Mortgage Strongly rolling land* 
Level to gently rolling 
land** 
per acre Cumulated Cumulated 
(dollars) Percent percent Percent percent 
0- 20 37 37 35 35 
21- 50 19 56 11 46 
51- 80 28 84 34 80 
81-110 12 96 12 92 
Over 110 4 100 8 100 
*Includes all crop land WIth topography ratmgs of 3 and above. 
**Includes all crop land with topography ratings of below 3. 
Average normal corn 
yields on all land 
(Bushels per acre) 
44 
44 
43 
41 
41 
l1See Farm Tenure in Iowa, II. Facts on the Farm Tenure, Situation. Iowa Agr. 
Exp. Sta., Bul. 356, p. 289; Murray, W . C. and Bitting, H. W., Corporate·Owned 
Land in Iowa, Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta., Bu!. 362, p. 110, 1937. The concentration of 
corporate land holdings in this area represents a serious disturbance of the tenure 
situation and another indication of past over·valuation of land. 
TABLE 19. EROSION. CROP SYSTEM AND CORN YIELDS BY CLASSES OF MORTGAGE PER ACRE, 1929-33. 
Owners* Tenants 
Mortgage Ratings of Percent of cropland** Average Ratings of Percent of cropland** per aCre Number Grasses "normal" Number Grasses 1933 of Topog- Intertilled and of Topog- Intertilled and (dollars) corn farms raphy Erosion crops legumes yields farms raphy Erosion crops legumes 
0- 20 53 2 .96 2 .68 52 24 46 31 2 .86 2.97 64 16 
21- 50 32 2.86 2 .84 56 24 45 11 2 .89 3.01 69 13 
51- 80 42 2.87 2.84 60 19 45 27 3.21 3 .34 63 19 
81-110 33 2 .89 2.99 58 19 42 8 2.94 3.30 72 5 
Over 110 9 2 .80 2 .84 60 14 46 7 2 .82 3.24 77 5 
All farms 169 2 .90 2 .84 56 22 45 84 3.00 3.15 66 15 
. Including related tenants. 
**The balance constitutes small grains. 
Average 
"normal" 
corn 
yields 
41 
41 
41 
37 
38 
~. 
40 
(J,) 
00 
'" 
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DEBT BURDEN, LAND USE AND EROSION 
In studying land use and erosion as associated with certain 
amounts of mortgage debt, it must be understood that no simple 
cause-effect relationship can be expected to exist between these 
factors. If we find heavily mortgaged land associated with ex-
ploitive land use and serious erosion, we cannot conclude that the 
high debt burden necessarily causes the exploitation. Instead, a 
high corn and a low grass acreage at the time the loan was made 
may have helped the owner to obtain a high mortgage, since people, 
until very recently, were not aware of the erosion problem in this 
area. In fact, the very existence of exploitive land uses was prob-
ably responsible, in no small measure, for the over-valuation of 
land in southern Iowa. The strong comparative advantage of corn 
has misled many a creditor to believe that the more corn acres that 
are found on a farm the more the land is worth. 
In order to segregate the factor of mortgage-indebtedness in re-
lation to land use and erosion, it is essential to eliminate the highly 
influential factor of tenure status. In the following analysis, the 
data for owner and tenant farms are separated, and comparisons 
are made within these tenure groups. Since family-related tenants 
follow similar land uses as the owner-operators. they are included 
in the owner group (see above, p. 369). The land-use and livestock 
data refer to a "normal" period (1929-33), and the mortgage data 
and the tenure classifications are as of 1933.18 
Table 19 reveals a tendency for high mortgage debts to coincide 
with high proportions of crop land in inter tilled crops, with low 
proportions in grasses and with high relative degrees of erosion, 
both on owner and tenant farms. This association appears espe-
cially pronounced if the two highest mortgage classes are compared 
with the lowest. The most conservational land use with the small-
est relative degree of erosion is found on farms with no or only a 
small mortgage, while the most exploitive land use with the highest 
relative degree of erosion occurs on farms with a heavy mortgage 
debt of over $80 per acre. The owner farms in the $110 mortgage 
class have over 15 percent more corn and 42 percent less grasses 
and legumes than those in the 0-20 dollar group, and the respective 
TABLE 20. PROPORTION OF CROP LAND SERIOUSLY ERODING, BY CLASSES 
OF MORTGAGE PER ACRE, 1933. 
Mortgage per acre 
0- 20 
21- 50 
51- 80 
81-110 
Over 110 
Percent of crop land with high relative erosion ratings~ 
27 
22 
36 
56 
56 
*Includes all crop land where the erosion ratings exceed the respective topography ratings 
indicating a higher degree of erosion than is found on average farms of similar topography 
"Farms taken over by corporations after 1930 are classified according to the 
mortgage against them at the time of foreclosure or deed transfer, since their 
"normal" crop system and resulting state of erosion were influenced by the mortgage 
burden which led to the liquidation. 
388 
differences on tenant farms are 20 percent more corn and 69 percent 
less grass. 
It is interesting to note that there is but little difference in the 
corn yields between the various mortgage classes. Yet corn yields 
should increase in the higher mortgage classes if the size of the 
mortgage were to reflect the quality of the land. 
The relationship between debt burden and erosion is further il-
lustrated in table 20. Here, all crop land is classified according to 
the size of the mortgage per acre, and the percentage of the crop 
land in each mortgage group subject to more than average erosion 
is shown. It can be seen at a glance that the proportion of serious-
ly eroding land more than doubles, from about 25 percent in the 
two lowest to 56 percent in the two highest mortgage groups. 
To summarize the situation: With increasing mortgage per acre, 
a distinct tendency prevails for more corn, less grasses and more 
erosion. No simple interpretation can be adequate. According to 
the judgment of the authors, these facts may be interpreted as fol-
lows: 
In granting mortgage loans in this area, too little attention has 
been given in the past to the topography of the land and its result-
ing erodibility. Moreover, the tremendous comparative advantage 
of corn misled people to judge the value of a farm partly by the 
number of acres put into corn each year, regardless of whether the 
land could stand heavy cropping over a long period of years. This 
resulted in a distribution of mortgage debts incompatible with the 
variations in the productive capacity of the land and unmindful 
of the exploitive character of the generally prevailing crop system. 
The heavily encumbered farmers, particularly during the depres-
sion years, were hampered by high interest and principal payments 
in the long-time planning of their farming program, in making ad-
justments toward more conservational rotations and more livestock, 
and many of them were led to maximize their acreages in cash 
grain crops. The shift from grain to livestock farming usually in-
volves additional capital investments which are derived from past 
and current savings and which, of course, reduce temporarily the 
net spendable income. Such a temporary reduction in spendable 
income, however, is relatively harder to bear for an already heavily 
encumbered than for an unencumbered farmer. 
Exploitive land use, therefore, is both a cause and an effect of 
heavy mortgage debts-a cause since it is partly responsible for 
the over-valuation and relative over-encumbrance of the more roll-
ing and less productive lands; an effect since it ,is the result of cur-
rent pressure for immediate cash income to meet high· fixed obliga-
gations. 
DEBT BURDEN AND LIVESTOCK SYSTEM 
The complexity of the situation is further illuminated by taking 
cognizance of the fact that the income from a given piece of land 
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can be increased in many different ways, of which outright soil 
exploitation through increased acreages in erosive and soil depleting 
crops-in this area mainly corn-is only one. The income from 
a given farm can be increased, without drawing upon the non-re-
placeable soil resources, by "adding manufactured value" to the raw 
land products, for instance, by converting corn and oats into live-
stock products instead of selling them on the feed grain market. 
These processing enterprises draw upon the capital and labor sup-
ply rather than upon the soil resources, and the income derived 
from them relieves the pressure on the soil and facilitates its con-
servation. 
In concrete terms, many a farmer has paid off a heavy mortgage 
by developing his livestock enterprises and at the same time has 
preserved or even built up his land by buying additional feed and 
producing more hay and pasture instead of overcropping his land 
with feed grains. Adjustments in this direction are always limited 
and subject to a number of physical and economic conditions of 
the area, as weB as to the security of tenure and the managerial 
capacity of the individual farmers. 
Table 21 suggests that heavily encumbered owner-operators fol-
Iowa somewhat more intensive livestock farming system than unen-
cumbered owners.l0 Such relationship does not appear with respect 
to hogs; but it does apply to cattle, particularly if the data for rough-
age-consuming animal units and for butterfat production are ex-
amined simultaneously. From the first to the second class of mort-
gage per acre, roughage animal units decrease slightly, but butter-
fat production increases materially, resulting in a net increase in 
the economic volume of the livestock enterprise. From the second 
to the third mortgage group, the emphasis in the cattle enterprise 
shifts from dairy to beef production as indicated by a decrease in 
butterfat and an increase in animal units, but this last group prob-
ably has a greater aggregate volume of livestock production than 
the preceding group. In the 81 to 110 dollar mortgage group the 
emphasis swings back to dairying and again amounts to an increase 
in aggregate volume of production from livestock. 
TABLE 21. VOLUME OF LIVESTOCK ENTERPRISES AND FARM SIZE, BY CLASS-
ES OF MORTGAGE PER ACRE 1929-33 , 
Owners* Tenants 
Mortgage Per 100 acres farm land Farm Per 100 acres farm land Farm 
per acre Hog Rough- Butter- size Hog Rough- Butter- size 
(dollars) A.U. age A.U. fat lbs. (acres) A.U. age A.U. fat lbs. (acres) 
0- 20 14 22 408 229 13 14 361 232 
21- 50 14 19 697 212 18 16 474 171 
51- 80 13 25 560 212 8 16 343 257 
81-110 15 21 932 159 11 10 474 164 
Over 110 14 17 780 137 6 14 662 184 
All farms 14 22 600 203 11 14 394 222 
*Includmg related tenants. 
IOAs the landlord usually has no control over the livestock enterprise of the 
tenant (except under stock share leases), no significant relationship exists between 
size of mortgage and livestock system on tenant-operated farms. The rented farms, 
therefore, are omitted in the following discussion. 
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It is only in the highest mortgage group that the intensity of 
livestock production declines substantially in comparison with the 
preceding group. Since the size of the sample of this group is 
rather small (see table 19), not much reliance can be placed upon 
the averages for this group. Assuming, however, that th~y depict 
a typical situation, it would be all the more noteworthy as the av-
erage farm size in this group falls to 137 acres, while usually live-
stock production per 100 acres tends to increase with decreasing 
farm size. One might argue that it is more difficult to finance 
livestock than cash grain farming and that such an excessive debt 
burden weakens the financial position of the operator to the point 
of forcing him into highly exploitive cash grain farming. Table 19 
seems to support this argument. 
The relationship between size of mortgage and livestock system 
is anything but striking. Besides the two counteracting factors 
operating under heavy debt pressure-intensified grain farming on 
the one side, expanding livestock enterprise on the other-the fact 
should be kept in mind that the "grain farms" with a high corn 
acreage could obtain relatively larger loans than the "livestock 
farms" with a high grass acreage, as has been discussed before. To-
the extent to which this holds true the high mortgage farms should 
show a lower intensity in livestock production than the low mort-
gage farms. 
The fact, therefore, that a tendency toward more livestock farm-
ing does prevail on high mortgage farms in the face of these coun-
teracting forces, suggests that a substantial proportion of the debt-
ridden farmers attempt to derive a large part of their income from 
processing enterprises rather than to rely exclusively upon the ex-
ploitation of their soil resources through cash grain farming. 
It is at this point that the question of the influence of mortgage 
debt on land use interrelates with the question of security of tenure 
discussed in the previous section. Most of the heavy mortgage debts 
have been assumed in the process of purchasing the farm. The 
owner anticipates a long period of occupancy and is vitally inter-
ested in the preservation of the farm's producing power. If, how-
ever, the financial burden becomes so much out of line with either 
the long-time productive capacity of the land or the prices re-
ceived for farm products or both, that the farmer faces the possi-
bility of losing the farm, then the insecurity of his tenure greatly 
reduces his interest in the maintenance of land and improvements 
and instead develops an interest in getting as much out of the 
farm as quickly as he possibly can while putting onto it as little 
as he can. This situation, most familiar as a depression phe-
nomenon, prevails also in normal times on many over-valued and 
over-encumbered farms. It can be seen that a secure tenancy under 
adequate leasing arrangements may well lead toward a better bal-
anced and more conservational land use than an insecure owner-
ship under high debt pressure. 
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Rational land value appraisals should be based on the long-time 
producing power of the land under a conservational system of land 
use. Replacing short-time mortgage loans by long-time loans with 
flexible principal payments20 and revising the foreclosure laws so 
as to absorb the shock of general business depression and to mini-
mize the disastrous disruptions in the tenure of land so typical of 
all past depressions in this country, would also contribute to an 
effective readjustment in the agricultural credit structure. 
A COMPARISON OF FARMING CONDITIONS ON CON-
SERVED AND ON SEVERELY ERODED FARMS 
Extremes frequently bring into sharp focus the functional inter-
relationships of factors involved in complex situations. By con-
trasting conditions on well conserved farms with those on badly 
exploited farms , we can test the validity of our conclusions regarding 
certain relationships, as these relationships should appear strongly 
accentuated under extreme conditions. 
All rolling farms with topography ratings of 3 or above were ar-
rayed in the order of ascending relative degrees of erosion (differ-
ence between corresponding topography and erosion ratings), and 
25 farms were taken from each end of the array and grouped into 
two classes: (1) The "conserved farms" with the lowest, (2) the 
"severely eroded farms" with the highest relative degrees of ero-
sion.21 
Table 22 reveals a striking contrast in the manner the land is 
used in these two groups of farms. The eroded farms, although of 
slightly more rolling topography, have 41 percent more intertilled 
crops and 67 percent less grasses per 100 acres of crop land than 
the conserved farms, and their corn yields are 11 bushels, or over 
22 percent, lower. Obviously, a crop system on rolling land which 
keeps almost three-fourths of the cultivated land in intertilled crops 
(mostly corn) and less than one-tenth in grasses and legumes, in-
evitably leads to severe erosion and soil depletion. 
Although the eroded farms have 41 percent more of their crop 
TABLE 22. COMPARISON OF LAND USES AN D CORN YIELDS ON CONSERVED 
AND ON SEVERELY ERODED FARMS 1929- 33 
Rating of 
Percent of crop 
Group of N umber Percent land in 
farms of of farm Inter- Grasses Normal Farm 
farms T opog- Ero- land in tilled and leg- corn size 
raphy sian crops crops urnes yields (acres ) 
---------------------
Conserved 25 3 . 03 2 .60 84 50 27 49 204 
Severely eroded 25 3 .11 3 .81 84 71 9 38 178 
20Severa l cred It InshtutlOll s , both pub lic and pri vate, have been devel oping in 
rece nt years various fl exible amort ization plan s. The Bankh ea d-Jones Tenancy A ct 
of 1937 prov ides for fl exib le prin cipa l pay ments; the loans are to be amorti zed over 
a period of up to 40 years, and th e debtor is to be credited in poor y ears for 
hi gher principal payments he may have made in goo d years. 
21lt should be cl earl y understood that the "conserved" farms deserve thi s designa-
tion onl y by way of contrast to th e eroded f arm s, as th ere is still considerable 
eros ion occurri ng on th e "conserved" farms . 
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TABLE 23. FEED PRODUCTION AND UTILIZATION ON CONSERVED AND ON 
SEVEREr Y ERODED FARMS 1929-33 
Total feed units* per 100 acres of farm land 
Group of farms Produced 
on farm Bought Sold** Fed on farm 
Conserved 3,600 140 - 3,740 
Severely eroded 3,000 - 1,100 1,900 
*One feed Unit IS eqUIvalent In feed value to 1 bushel of shelled corn. Total feed Units 
includes all feed crops as well as all pasturage. 
**Includes the landlord's crop share removed off the farm. 
land in corn, they produce about 17 percent less total feed units 
per 100 acres than the conserved farms due to the lower level of 
their crop yields.22 Moreover, they ship off the farm 37 percent of 
their total feed production, while the conserved farms import 4 per-
cent as much as they produce. The net result is that the eroded 
farms actually have only about one-half as much feed available 
for their livestock as the conserved farms , as is shown in table 23. 
The higher feed supply on the conserved farms is fully reflected 
in an almost doubled volume of livestock production, as compared 
with the eroded farms . It is of importance from the soil conserva-
tion viewpoint that, according to table 24, the increase is par-
ticularly pronounced in roughage-consuming animal units (65 per-
cent) and in dairy production (76 percent), since these livestock 
enterprises furnish valuable manure. 
It is unquestionably true that the much more favorable stand-
ing of the conserved farms is partly due to superior managerial 
capacity of their operators, but it is equally true that the general 
tenure conditions are more favorable and allow better management 
to develop than do the eroded farms, as table 25 suggests. Almost 
nine-tenths of the operators on the conserved farms are owners or 
family-related tenants, and four of the six leases are stock share 
and two, cash rent leases. In contrast, less than one-third of the 
operators on the eroded farms are owners or related tenants, and 
all of the 18 leases are of the crop share type. These facts strongly 
support the conclusions drawn in an earlier section of this study 
(see p. 373). 
It is interesting to note that 7 of the 17 non-related tenants on 
the eroded farms operate corporate-owned land. It is quite likely 
that many of these corporate-owned farms were severely exploited 
TABLE 24. VOLUME OF LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION ON CONSERVED AND ON 
SEVERELY ERODED FARMS, 1929-33. 
Per 100 acres of farm land 
Group of farms Hog A. U. I Roughage A. U'I But.terfat lbs. 
15 23 674 
12 14 382 
Conserved 
Severely eroded 
220ne feed unit equals 1 bushel of corn, on the basis of "Total Digestible 
Nutrients." For a discussion of the use of feed and animal units see: Schickele, 
Rainer, Methodology in Soil Conservation and Agricultural Adjustment Research. 
Ia. Agr. Exp. Sta., Res. Bul. 209, p. 353·362. 
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TABLE 25. TENURE STATUS ON CONSERVED AND ON SEVERLY ERODED 
FARMS 1933. 
Number of 
Group of farms Non-related 
Owners Related tenants tenants 
Conserved 19 3 3 
Severely eroded 7 1 17 
by their previous owners under excessive debt pressure. Ten of 
these farms had been taken over by the creditors in recent years, of 
whom seven were corporations and three private real estate brokers 
or speculative land holders. One of the owner-operators in this 
group of eroded farms practically ruined his land by paying off an 
excessive mortgage debt, under heavy sacrifices of his living stand-
ard and his land's producing power, within a period of 5 years. 
His motive was fear of not being able to renew the loan after the 
5-year period and of losing the farm and all his equity in it in case 
he could not pay the loan in full at maturity. Notice the issue: 
security of tenure. 
Table 26 reveals that only one-fifth of the eroded farms are free of 
mortgage, as compared with over two-fifths of the conserved farms. 
The average size of the mortgage per acre of the encumbered 
farms is also substantially higher on the eroded farms. For the 
entire two groups of farms, the mortgage debt per acre on eroded 
farms is almost twice that on conserved farms·. If we take the 
long-time productivity of the land into consideration, as roughly 
indicated by relative degree of erosion, corn yields (see table 22) 
and assessed valuation (see table 26), there can be no doubt that 
the eroded farms are over-encumbered, while the well-conserved 
farms are not burdened by an excessive debt load. 
Bare land is not the only productive asset on a farm. It must be 
complemented by buildings and permanent improvements. The 
enumerator appraised the value of the dwelling and the barn and 
estimated the capacity of the barn and the storage space for grain. 
Again, the differences in these items between conserved and eroded 
farms is striking (see table 27). 
It is evident that the eroded farms are not adequately equipped 
for livestock farming. Their barns have only about half the capac-
ity for hay and livestock of those on the conserved farms. Their 
storage space for grains is only two-thirds of that on the conserved 
farms. If the farm organization on the eroded farms is to be ad-
TABLE 26. MORTGAGE INDEBTEDNESS AND TAX ASSESSMENTS ON CON-
SERVED AND ON SEVERELY ERODED FARMS 1933 
Farms mortgaged Average Average 
Number mortgage assessed 
Groups of farms oC farms Mortgage per acre valuation Average 
free of Number per acre on all (dollars taxes paid 
mortgage (dollars) farms per acre) per acre 
Conserved 11 14 62 34 56 1.06 
Severely eroded 5 20 72 58 54 1.09 
394 
TABLE 27. VALUE AND CAPACITY OF BUILDINGS ON CONSERVED AND ON 
SEVERELY ERODED FARMS 1935 
Storage Value 
Value Capacity of barn capacity for of Number 
Group of farms of Small dwel- of 
barn Hay Animal Corn grain ling rooms (dollars) (tons) units (bush.) (bush.) (dollars) 
------------------
Conserved 1,000 48 44 3,200 1,500 2,600 7 
Severely eroded 400 26 23 2,400 1,000 550 6 
justed in the direction of that found on the conserved farms, sub-
stantial capital investments in buildings and other permanent im-
provements are necessary. This requirement of additional improve-
ments constitutes a major cost item in the transition from grain 
to livestock farming. From the viewpoint of conservation policy, 
it appears highly important to offer farmers effective assistance, per-
haps mainly through special credit facilities, to bring the amount 
and condition of their permanent improvements into line with the 
requirements of conservational farming. Any assistance offered in 
procuring limestone and legume seed and in following better bal-
anced rotations is apt to be more effective where adequate improve-
ments and buildings are available. 
By far the greatest contrast between these two groups of farms 
is found in the dwelling house, the home of the family, the place 
where attitudes develop, and cultural values originate. The ulti-
mate issue in the problem of soil conservation is the attitude of 
people toward the land and toward their home. The condition of 
the dwelling house often reflects the manner in which the land is 
treated. 
The appraised value of the dwelling on eroded farms is only one-
fifth of that on conserved farms (see table 27). Differences are 
shown in more detail in table 28. Ten of the 25 houses on con-
served farms are completely modern, and none is in very poor con-
dition. In contrast, no completely modern house is found on the 
eroded farms , and nine are in very wretched condition. The high 
proportion of crop share tenancy on the eroded farms may account 
partly, at least to the extent to which it conveys insecurity of ten-
ure, for the lack of modern housing conveniences and poor condi-
tion of repair.23 Poor housing facilities do not set the stage for 
the development of a long-time interest in the land which is so es-
sential for the conservation of the soil resources. If these eroded 
farms are to be rehabilitated and their lands to be used in a con-
servational manner, their housing conditions must be materially im-
proved so as to provide a home environment conducive to the de-
velopment of an attitude of care and foresight regarding the use 
of the land. 
The authors are aware that the information concerning these 
23The houses 011 rented farms in Iowa have, in general, a much lower standard 
than the houses on owner farms. See Reid, :Margaret G., Status of Farm Housing 
;n Iowa. Ia. i\gr, Exp. Sta., Res. Bul. 174. . 
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TABLE 28. TYPE AND CONDITION OF DWELLING ON CONSERVED AND ON 
SEVERELY ERODED FARMS 1935 . 
Modern* No modern conveniences. 
No electri- conditions 
Group of farms r.ity. run-
No ning water, 
Complete electricity sanit. drain Very good Fair Very poor 
Conserved 10 4 1 3 7 -
Severely eroded - 1 1 2 12 9 
*A completely modern house IS defined by the followmg convemences. electrIcIty. runnmg 
hot and cold water, concrete basement. furnace, bathroom and toilet and sanitary drain. 
extreme groups of farms is illustrative rather than basic in char-
acter; it does not permit of broad generalization in quantitative 
terms. Yet, these data are highly indicative of the functional inter-
relations of the various factors discussed. In general, almost every 
association or relationship that is revealed by the analysis of our 
full sample, appears magnified in the comparison of these extreme 
groups of farms. This comparison dramatizes the main thesis of 
the authors, that soil conservation implies much more than just a 
little readjusting of crop rotations and the building of some check 
dams and terraces. It implies a change in both public and private 
attitudes toward the land as a natural resource and as a cultural 
environment, a rather complete re-setting of the stage upon which 
the drama of Midwest agriculture is performed. 
SOME SOCIOLOGICAL CONDITIONS AFFECTING THE 
ATTITUDE OF FARMERS TOWARD THE LAND 
Attitudes of people are difficult to measure and express in numer-
ical terms. Limitations in time and personnel precluded a sys-
tematic approach to the problem of attitudes in this survey. An 
attempt was made, however, to obtain information on some family 
conditions and environmental factors which are apt to affect the 
attitude of farmers toward the land. 
ORIGIN AND AGE OF FARM OPERATORS 
The survey records disclose that 76 percent of the present oper-
ators were born and reared in the vicinity of their present farm. 
This proportion is highest, with 90 percent, for related tenants; is 
lowest, with 69 percent, for non-related tenants and is 73 percent 
for owner-operators. Table 29 indicates the states where the pres-
ent operators and their fathers were born and reared. Note that 
38 percent of the non-related tenants come from Missouri and other 
southern states, as compared with only 20 percent of the owners.2-! 
About one-tenth of all operators were born in foreign countries. 
One generation back, however, the situation was very different. 
Almost two-fifths of all fathers of the present operators came from 
abroad, mostly from Scandinavian countries, constituting a greater 
proportion than those from Iowa and Missouri combined. This 
"About 25 percent of the farms included in the present survey are in Missouri. 
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TABLE 29. DISTRIBUTION OF PRESENT OPERATORS AND THEIR FATHERS, 
BY STATES OF ORIGIN AND BY TENURE CLASSES 1935 
Percentage distribution of 
Present operators Fathers of present 0 perators 
State of origin AU Tenants AU Tenants 
opera- Rela- Non- opera- Rela- Non-
tors Owners ted Related tors Owners ted related 
---------------------
Iowa 56 57 81 40 21 12 40 20 
Missouri 22 19 13 32 14 8 14 21 
Illinois 4 4 4 4 12 12 15 9 
Eastern states 3 3 - 3 9 12 2 10 
Southern states 2 1 - 6 3 2 - 7 
Western states 4 4 2 6 4 2 2 8 
Sweden, Den-
mark and N or-
way 6 7 - 8 24 33 19 17 
Germany 2 4 - - 10 16 4 7 
England, Ire-
land 1 1 - 1 3 3 4 1 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Number of 
cases 253 113 52 88 248* 109 52 87 
*1n five cases the rather s state of OrIgin was unknown. 
contrast appears strongly accentuated among the owner group. 
Fifty-two percent of all fathers of the present owner-operators came 
from abroad, as compared with only 20 percent from Iowa and 
Missouri. 
The fact that four-fifths of the fathers of the present owner-
operators were born outside of the states of Iowa and Missouri 
and over one-half in European countries reflects the youth of agri-
cultural settlement in this area. By 1870, the land in Montgomery 
County was not yet settled completely, and Page County had just 
passed the 15 persons per square mile mark which is considered 
necessary to convert practically all lands into farms in this area.25 
Two generations of farmers have left the land with many open 
wounds of erosion. Another generation of similarly exploitive land 
use may permanently ruin large sections of the area for agricul-
tural purposes. 
It is worth noticing that only one-fourth of the fathers of non-
related tenants were European immigrants, as compared with over 
one-half of the fathers of the owner-operators. This is in accord 
with similar findings in other parts of the Middle West, which show 
that particularly nort~ern European farmers who settled in this 
country during the last 100 years were more eager to attain owner-
ship of land and to retain it in the family beyond their own life 
time, than the farmers of American or English stock.26 It is char-
acteristic of most continental European farmers to consider farm-
ing first as a mode of living and farming as a business enterprise 
second in importance. 
"See Harter, W. L. and Steward, R. E., The Population of Iowa, Its Composition 
and Changes. Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta., Bu!. 275, p. 9. 
2USee Schickele, Rainer, Farm Tenure Conditions in Palo Alto County, Iowa Agr. 
Exp. Sta., Bu!. 364, p. 180·183. 
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TABLE 30. AGE DISTRIBUTION OF OPERATORS AND YEARS OF OPERATORSHIP 
AND PRESENT OCCUPANCY BY TENURE CLASSES 1935 
Percentage distribution of 
Years of age Tenants 
Owners Related ~ on-related 
Under 36 8 60 30 
36-50 38 36 48 
Over 50 54 10 22 
Total 100 100 100 
Number of cases 113 52 88 
Years 
Average age 52 36 44 
Average years of operatorshi p 24 12 17 
Average years of occupancy of present farm 18 9 6 
Table 30 shows the age distribution of operators. The owners 
constitute the oldest, the related tenants the youngest group of op-
erators. The average age at which the owners started to farm in-
dependently (28 years of age) is 3 years greater than the respec-
tive age of the related tenants (25 years of age) .27 This may 
possibly be due partly to the earlier retirement of farmers during 
the teens and twenties than of the parents of the present owners 
and partly to mechanization in farming which permitted sons 
to leave the home farm sooner and start renting a farm of their 
own. Both oWners and related tenants spent 75 percent of their 
years of operatorship on their present farms , while the respective 
proportion is only 35 percent for non-related tenants. This indi-
cates a much greater mobility of non-related than of related ten-
ants and owners. 
THE "AGRICULTURAL LADDER" 
The concept of the "agricultural ladder" implies a socio-economic 
vindication of tenancy. Even those who believe that a nation of 
owner-operators is superior in many respects to a nation of ten-
ants, grant that to the extent to which tenancy serves as a rung 
in the ladder ascending to ownership it fulfills an important func-
tion in the working of our tenure system. The post-war slump 
and the recent depression have forced many thrifty and previously 
successful farmers down the ladder, and there is a question in the 
minds of some people whether the agricultural ladder will ever re-
gain its previous importance. 
As to the attitude toward the land on the part of the operators 
on the various rungs of the ladder, one might distinguish between 
two types of ladders, the "stationary" and the "portable." The 
"stationary" ladder refers to the ascent of a farmer from tenancy 
to ownership on one given farm, usually represented by the course 
of inheritance transfer from father to son. Here, the interest of 
the operator in the land is the same both on the tenancy and the 
ownership rung of the ladder and is motivated by an anticipated 
continuous occupancy of the farm. It has been shown above that 
21Average age minus average years of operatorship. 
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related tenants follow farming systems quite similar to those of 
owner -opera tors. 28 
The respective attitudes are apt to be distinctly different on the 
"portable" ladder. Here, the tenant, although aspiring to owner-
ship, does not contemplate owning the farm he is renting at present. 
His main interest is not motivated by an anticipated continuous oc-
cupancy of his present farm but by a desire to accumulate savings 
as fast as possible so as to be able soon to purchase any farm 
suitable to his needs. His interest in the land is to maximize his 
immediate income as long as he is on the tenancy rung of the 
"portable" ladder, moving to better and bigger farms as his finan-
cial resources increase and reinvesting as little as possible in any 
of these farms. It can easily be seen how a swift ascent on the 
"portable" agricultural ladder may involve a rather heavy drain on 
the land resources-and there can be little doubt that much of the 
past and present soil exploitation on rented farms was and is caused 
by this characteristic of the "portable" ladder. 
Table 31 indicates the extent to which the agricultural ladder 
has been operating in our area. Between one-fourth and one-third 
of the present owner-operators started out as owners; all others 
had some experience on the ladder. About one-third started as 
laborers and one-third as tenants. Of the related tenants, almost 
80 percent skipped the laborer rung and began as tenants, in con-
trast to the non-related tenants of whom almost 75 percent started 
out as hired hands. 
This table also reveals reverses in the tenure status. Fourteen 
percent of the related and 22 percent of the non-related tenants 
had attained the ownership rung at some time, but most of them 
were thrown back to the tenancy rung during the depression. In 
a few cases, they owned another farm. 
The years spent on the various rungs of the agricultural ladder 
are given in table 32. It is interesting to note that not only do 
TABLE 31. DISTRIBUTION OF OPERATORS ACCORDING TO SECTIONS OF THE 
"AGRICULTURAL LADDER" 1935 
Present tenure status 
Succession of tenure status Tenant 
Owners Related Non-related 
Perc entage distrib ution 
Laborer - tenant - owner 30 4* 20* 
Laborer - tenant - - 17 52 
- tenant - owner 38 10* 2* 
Laborer - owner 4 - -
- tenant - - 69 26 
- - owner 28 - -
Total 100 100 100 
Number of cases 113 52 88 
*These tenants have attamed ownersh.p status but have e.ther lost.t (.n 20 cases) or are 
not operating their own farms (in five cases, three of which are related tenants). 
"'This attitude can also be expected to prevail in cases where a non· related ten· 
ant has an option to buy the farm from the present owner, and both are definitely 
agreed to such a transfer as soon as the tenant is ready to buy and the landlord 
is ready to sell. 
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TABLE 32. YEARS SPENT ON THE VARIOUS RUNGS OF THE "AGRICULTURAL 
LADDER" 
Present tenure status, (1935). 
Average number of years spent as: Tenant 
Owner Related Non-related 
Farm la borer 5 .3 2 .3 6 .1 
Tenant 9 .3 10 .3 13 .9 
Owner 20 .1 16 .1* 16 .6* 
*See footnote, table 31. 
fewer related tenants pass through the laborer step, but those who 
do, remain in that status less than half as long as the non-related 
tenants. 
EDUCATION AND SOCIAL ACTIVITIES 
Education is an important factor in the formation of attitudes 
and in the determination of modes of behavior. In grade schools, 
high schools and colleges, much greater emphasis should be placed 
on the conservation of land resources and on the value of perma-
nent farm homes and rural institutions than has been done in the 
past. A comprehensive and farsighted conservation policy should 
not overlook the importance of the role that educational institu-
tions, from the grade schools to the colleges and extension services, 
could play in bringing about a wiser use of our land resources and 
a higher level of cultural attainment in our farm homes. These 
two objectives are closely interlinked and should be striven for 
simultaneously. 
The children of the present families living in the area surveyed 
are or will be obtaining, with only few exceptions, at least a high 
school education. There are eight high schools located so as to 
conveniently serve practically all families in the area. 
The differences in ecfucation between the various tenure groups, 
according to table 33, seem to be more a matter of age than of ten-
ure status. There is no substantial difference in the proportion of 
college attendance between the three groups, either for husbands or 
for wives, and the high proportion of high school training among 
related tenants as compared with owners can be largely explained by 
the difference of 15 years in their average ages. The wives had more 
advanced training than their husbands in all tenure groups. 
Higher education does not necessarily make for wiser land use 
from a long-time viewpoint. In fact, education focused upon the 
problem of making the most money in the shortest time may ac-
tually discourage the economizing of our natural resources. Edu-
cation is an instrument which can be used for widely divergent 
purposes. If public opinion becomes convinced of the necessity of 
conservation of our resources it should make full use of the edu-
cational institutions in bringing about the change in attitude pre-
requisite for the adoption of conservation practices. 
Social activities of farm families may also play an important part 
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TABLE 33 EDUCATION OF HUSBANDS AND WIVES BY TENURE STATUS 1935 
Percentage distribution of 
Type of schooling Tenants All tenure Non-
classes Owners Related related 
Husbands 
Grade school 65 74 38 68 
Highschool 27 17 56 24 
College 8 9 6 8 
T otal 100 100 100 100 
Number of cases 253 113 52 88 
Wives 
Grade school 52 56 29 59 
High school 37 33 61 29 
College 11 11 10 12 
Total 100 100 100 100 
N umber of cases 236* 103 48 85 
• Seventeen of the 253 operators were smgle or divorced. 
in influencing people's attitudes toward the land. Here, as in the 
field of education, it hardly can be said that social activity as such 
promotes conservation. To the extent, however, to which social ac-
tivities can serve to crystallize attitudes and determine modes of 
behavior, they can become potent factors in developing more con-
servational uses of the natural resources. In concrete terms, the 
intensity of participation in rural organizations might indicate the 
efficacy with which they may implement a movement or policy of 
conserva tion. 
Table 34 shows that in our area the participation of both owners 
and tenants is strongest in church organizations. The participation 
in farm organizations is almost twice as strong among owners as 
among tenants. It appears that the tenure status affects the par-
ticipation in church activities least, in farm organizations most and 
in clubs and lodges to a moderate extent. There are no important 
cooperative marketing associations in the area. 
HOUSING 
A marked difference in housing conditions appears between owner 
and non-related tenant farms, as is indicated in table 35. Only 
14 percent of all non-related tenants live in modern houses, as 
compared with 46 percent of all owners and 50 percent of all related 
TABLE 34. PARTICIPATION IN RURAL ORGANIZATIONS, BY TENURE GROUPs •. 
Organizations 
Churches 
Clubs, lodges, etc. 
Farm organizations 
Number of cases 
Percentage of all families of 
Owners** "1enants 
88 
53 
32 
165 
84 
41 
19 
88 
*If one of the members of a family holds membership in an organization, this family is 
classed as participating . 
•• Includes related tenants. 
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TABLE 35 HOUSING CONVENIENCES BY TENURE CLASSES 1935 
Percentage distribution of 
Houses equipped with Tenants 
All classes Owners Related Non-related 
Most modern conveniences* 36 46 50 14 
Some modern conveniences 24 24 12 32 
No modern conveniences 40 30 38 54 
Total 100 100 100 100 
Number of cases 253 113 52 88 
*Concrete basement, furnace, runmng hot and cold water, bathroom and tOIlet, samtary 
drain, electricity. If a house lacked more than two of these six conveniences it was classed in 
the second or third groups. 
tenants. There are, however, still 30 percent of owner-operators 
who live in houses without any modern conveniences. 
The farm dwelling reflects, perhaps more directly than any other 
single factor, the anticipated length of future occupancy, the secur-
ity of tenure. Of course, a large farm on highly fertile soil can 
support a more elaborate house than a small farm on less productive 
soil. It is also true that some families place a smaller value on 
good housing facilities than others. By and large, however, the 
average family, whether owner or tenant, is interested in making a 
good home and enjoying modern conveniences, and the average farm 
income can support such modest but decent housing standards. 
Where these standards are not attained, it is more frequently due, 
directly or indirectly, to insecure tenure conditions than to lack of 
interest or income, actual or potential. There can be no doubt that 
the present land resources in the area could permanently support 
the cost of modern houses on most of the present farms if the land 
were used in a conservational manner under conditions of reasonable 
security of tenure. 
Soil conservation and well maintained houses with modern con-
veniences are manifestations of the same attitude, a .genuine long-
time interest in the land and the farm home. The one cannot be 
achieved without the other, and both depend upon the development 
of this attitude on the part of the farmer, be he an owner or a 
tenant. It is obvious that a tenant cannot be expected to develop 
such an attitude unless he is given a reasonable security of tenure 
and a substantial amount of initiative and discretion in matters per-
taining to housing conditions as well as to other permanent improve-
ments and soil conserving practices. 
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APPENDIX 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC SURVEY, TARKIO CREEK AREA, 1935t 
r 1. Farm No _____ . 
! 2. Location of farm: County ___ , Township ___ , Section ____ _ 
3. S;ze of farm: Total acres operated , acres rented out. ___ _ 
4. Operator: Name. , address __________ _ 
number of years on th;s farm.-::-:-----:--c:----::-:----::--_________ _ 
5. Acres operated and general description of land 
Acres Rating 
1935 1933 Ero'l;on Topography 
-------------Acre!> operated: Total 
Owned 
Rented 
Cultivated land: Total Ave ___ Ave 
Level 
Rolling 
Rough 
Wild hay land . .... .... . 
---- - --Permanent pasture: Total 
Tillable 
Open, not tillable 
Woodland 
Buildings, loads, etc. 
Woodland not pastured. 
-
6. Soil type: List in the order of their importance the three major soil types 
as shown by the soil survey map _____ , _____ , ____ _ 
7. Cropping system 
Total 
Crop Acres Yield per acre production 
1935 1933 Normal· 1933 Normal· 1933 Normal· 
----
Corn: Total 
--------Grain 
----
----Silage 
-- ----
Fodder 
-------<--------
--------- --Small grains: Oats 
--------------Barley 
-- -----Wheat 
--------------------
-- ----------
--Special crops: __ 
-------- ----
tSeveral of the items covered by this schedule have not been analyzed because 
of incompleteness of enumeration or apparent inaccuracy and unreliability of the 
answers received. 
"Note : "Normal" represents estimated average for the period 1929-33. 
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Soybeans (grain) 
--------.,-------
--------
-- ----------
--
Hay: Alfalfa 
--------Clover (alone) 
--Soybean hay 
-- ----------Timothy and clover 
-- ----------
----
---- ----- -----Temporary 
pasture : ___ 
--------Sweet clover 
--Timothy and clover 
--
--
._-
Idle crop land .... 
--
--Total ........... 
8. Crop rotatIOn: IndIcate dIfferent sequences of crops normally used and 
the acreage used for each sequence (a) corn continuously ____ _ (b) Corn ___ • small grains ___ • hay ___ • pasture _____ _ 
years years years years (c) Corn ___ • small grains ___ • hay ___ • pasture ___ _ 
years years years years (d) Corn ___ • small grains ___ • hay ___ • pasture ______ ._; 
years years years years (e) Corn ___ • small grains ___ • hay ___ • pasture 
years years years years 
9. Fertilizer: Number of acres on which limestone has been applied since 
1930 (acres) ; other fertilizers (1) (kind). (2) __ _ 
(acres). Number of acres on which alfalfa could be grown without ad-
ditional use of limestone • sweet clover ______ _ 
10. Pastu,re normally used for one cow or its equivalent on this farm: (a) Permanent (acres) • (months) ____ _ 
(b) Sweet clover (acres) • (months) (c) Other temporary (acres) • (months) _____ _ 
Supplement.ary feed fed with pasturage indicated above: 
Kind Quantity Months Kind of livestock 
11. Livestock System 
Kind of Livestock Unit 1935 1933 Normal 
(1929_33 ) 
Hogs: Sprmg Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall 
Sows farrewed .......... no_ 
----- .-----------Pigs weaned ........ ... no. 
---------------Feecer pigs bought ..... no. 
-----------
-----
Died after weaning ...... no. 
----- ----- --- --Average weight ... " lb. 
-----
_._-
-------Sold and used fOI meat .. lb. 
--------------- --Average weight .... . lb. 
---------------
-------
-_.-
-------Cattle: 
In herd: Dairy cows (av.) no. 
---------------Milk-and-beef (av.) no. 
----------------Beef cows (av.) no. 
-----
-----------2-yr.olds (end of yr) n". 
--------- - ------Yeallings (end of yr) no. 
----------------Calves (end of yr) .. no. 
---------------
Bought.: Cows ..... . . . " no. 
2-year-olds ... . .. . . no. 
Yearlings .......... no. 
Calves . . .......... no. 
Sold: Cows. .... ... .... no. 
2-year-olds .... . .. . no. 
Yearlings . . . . . . . . .. no. 
Calves (exc. veals ) .. no. 
Veals (under 300 lbs) no. 
Grain fattened (monthly 
or avo gain ) . . .... . .. . 
Dairy products: 
Production per cow . . . . . 
Butter or butterfat sold . 
Cream sold .... . .... . .. . 
Milk sold ............. . 
Butter used in home . ... . 
Milk used in home ..... . 
Sheep : 
Ewes in flock .......... . 
Lambs raised . ...... . . . . 
Lambs bought ......... . 
Ewes sold . .. " . . . . ... . . 
Lambs sold . .. ... . . . .. . 
Grain fattened ...... . .. . 
Average gain . ..... . 
Wool sold ....... . ..... . 
Poultry: 
lb. 
no. 
no. 
no. 
no. 
no. 
no. 
lb. 
lb. 
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Hens in flock .... . ..... . no. _______________ _ 
Chicken~ raised .. . ...... no. _______________ _ 
Production per hen (eggs) doz. ________________ _ 
Eggs sold and used . . . . .. doz. _______________ _ 
Horses and mules: 
Work stock ..... . ...... no. _______________ _ 
Colts . .. ..... . .... . .. " no. ______________ .__ _ 
12. Crops: Quantities bought, sold, delivered to landlord, fed, used for seed' 
To 
Bought * Sold# landlord ** Ffd and seed 
Crop 1933 Normal 1933 Normal 1933 Normal 1933 Normal 
Corn . .. bu. 
Oats ... bu. 
----
Barley.bu. 
-- ----
Wheat .bu. 
----
----
------
Alfalfa hay 
t.ons 
-- ----- ------
Mixed hay 
tons 
*Include purcha ses from landl ord an d crops brought from other land owned. 
# Include a !l sales of 1933 crop irrespective of d a te of sa le, but exclude sales 
from producti on in oth er yea r s a lthough sold in 1933. 
**Tenan t and lan dl ord are joint opera tors On a ~ tock sh are farm. 
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13. Commercial feed bought and classes of livestock fed. 
Feed 1933 Normal Class of Livestock 
Tankage ............. cwt. 
Mineral feed .......... cwt. 
Cottonseed meal ...... cwt. 
Bran ................. cwt. 
Middlings ............ cwt. 
---
---
14. Quantities of farm-produced feeds normally fed specified classes of live-
stock 
Class of Livestock 
Feed All 
classes Hogs Cattle Horses Sheep Poultry 
------
Corn ............ bu. 
---------
Oats .. , ......... bu. 
---- --"-
Barley .......... bu. 
---------
-- ------
-- -------------
Legume hay. . ... ton --xxx-
---------
xxx--
Other hay ....... ton --xxx-
---------
-xxx....-
Skimmilk ........ gal. 
--"xx- --"xx 
15. Lease provisions and contributions from landlord and tenant. 
Lease: Type Oral or written _______ _ 
Term (years) Special provisions: Grass seedlL-____ _ 
Grain seed twine threshing ________ _ 
shelling other items adjustments. ____ _ 
Option to buy landlord's share of crops for feed on farm _____ _ 
Other provisions ___________ :-::-_________ _ 
Rent paid: Cash ____ ,corn small grain ____ hay __ _ 
pasture farmstead livestock _____ _ 
dairy products poultry and eggs ________ _ 
Distribution of: 
Capital investments ___________________ _ 
Operating expenses ____________________ _ 
Farm improvement expenses ________________ _ 
Repairs on farms ____________________ _ 
Division of receipts-,-___ .,....,...."... __ -,--__________ _ 
Is tenant reimbursed for special labor on farm improvements ____ _ 
For unexhausted improvements _______________ _ 
Partnership or individual accounts __ -.,..----, _____ '--___ _ 
Division of jointly owned property at expiration of lease ____ _ 
16. Landlords: A. (1) Name (2) residence (3) occupation (4) acres ____ _ 
B. (1) Name (2) residence __ _ 
(3) occupation (4) acres ____ _ 
Relation to landlord (A) (B). _____ _ 
17. Form indebtedness. Size of real estate mortgage: first __ i second __ 
intelest rates: first __ i secon<1- reason for mortgage,_-::-___ _ 
Mortgagee: corporate or private ____ acres mortgageilu ____ _ 
other debts: chattels unpaid accounts, _____ _ 
Amount of taxes Amount delinquent ______ _ 
How did you acquire title to this farm? ____________ _ 
If purchased, how did you finance it? 
18. 
19. 
20. 
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Improvements: 
Value of barn--size ___ capacity of hay loft (tons of hay) __ _ 
---.Shelter space: number of milk ('ows--1lumber "f other cattle __ 
number of horses--1lumber of sheep--1lumber of hogs 
number of chickens, __ -:-:---::-
Capacity of permanent crib (bushels of corn) _________ _ 
Capacity of permanent bin (bushels of oats ) _________ _ 
Capacity of silo (tons of silage ) ______________ _ 
Do you have a tractor auto_:-;-______ _ 
Cornpicker other special farm machinery _____ _ 
Cooperation in work and use of farm machinery ________ _ 
Labor (Average for "normal" year) 
Labor: Operator (mo.)~amily (mo.)-1"egular hired (mo. ) __ 
extra hired (mo.) ___ kind of work (mo.) ___ (mo.) ____ _ 
Outside sourses of income: Labor off farm 
customs work rent from other -;"Ia-n-d-:-o-w-n-e-d:-:-c-a-s-;"h-----
share of crop other sources ________ _ 
Home produced food and fuel 
Kind Quantity Value Varieties 
Vet abIes 
Fruit 
Cereals 
Eggs 
Meat 
Dairy products 
Fuel 
Other items 
21. Farm Family: 
Size of family on farm: Members at home over 15 yrs_ (65 yrs & over_) 
members at home 15 years and under_ members permanently away_ 
age of operator State or country of birthu _____ _ 
raised on farm nationality_--,;---c:-----:-_-:-__ 
state or country parents came flOm_---1lighest grade in schooI-(husbandlL-_____ ---,,_ 
(wife education, of children. ______ _ 
years a farm laborer ___ years a tenant ___ years an owner __ _ 
22. Housing: 
Age of house: under 10 years (1) __ ; 10-24 years (2) __ ; 25-49 
years (3) ___ ; 50 yeals and over (4) 
Total number of rooms (5) 
Have: hand pump in dwelling (6) ___ ; piped cold water (7) __ _ 
piped hot water (8) __ bath tub (9)--septic tank (10) __ _ 
Electric lights (ll) __ telephone (12)-1'adio (13) ___ _ 
What repairs are greatly needed~--,--,:--__ ---:----:--c: ____ -:-_"7 
What Improvements would you like to have made in the present house? 
Of tenant: 
How much would you be willing to pay the landlord per year for these 
Would you be willing to paint and make minor repairs if the landlord 
furnished the materials? Yes~o_. Type of Farm: Rank in order of 
normal percentage of total receipts: _____ Cash crops ____ , 
hogs ___ , dairy products ___ , beef cattle ___ , sheep ___ , 
poultry ___ _ 
Approximate percentage of total receipts normally obtained from leading 
source 
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23. OrganizatIOns (church; S.S.; ladies' aid soc.; lodges, men and women; 
school and PTA; farm organizations; home bureaus; 4-H clubs; co-
operativps; political social clubs; farmers' clubs; etc.) 
Attendance 
Name of this year 
Persons organizatIOn Dues paid (regular) Local office 
members (or or in (occasional) held 
denomination) arrears (none) 
Husband 
W,fe 
Children 
24. Trading: 
From what places do you get the following: 
Service Major portion Minor portion 
Groceries _--;-_____________________ _ 
Church service __________ _ 
Work clothes _______________________ _ 
Good dothe''''-s _____________________ _ 
Bankmg High school~ _______________________ _ 
Movies Grain marketing-,-:-_________ _ 
Livestock marketing 
Milk and cream marketing. 
Poultry and eggs marketing ________________ _ 
Telephone centraL.l _________ _ 
Doctor ___ ~-~--_----------------___ Farm papers taken this year __ _ 
Get Ames or Columbia bulletins this year? ---Agr. Econ. Facts __ _ 
25 Opinions regal ding conservation problems 
IN YOUR OPINION: YES NO DOUBTFUL 
Does rotation on rolling fields check 
erosion 
Does ercsion on your farm reduce 
yields 
Does S C S work against the A A A 
Is there sheet erosion on your farm 
Does terracing increase farm work 
Does terracing lessen erosion 
Does terracing reduce crop yields 
Does planting rows up and down the 
hill increase soil washing 
Does cont'lur or snake farming slow 
up soil washing 
Should fields on steep hillsides be 
planted to different crops in strips 
across the slope 
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Do you approve of the government 
helping farmers to ('ontrol erosion 
Do you need to borrow money to co-
operate in erosion control (buying 
livestock, cattle, sheep, etc.) 
Should the government loan you the 
money, if so, why _____ _ 
(l)To secure lower intprest rates __ (2) Grant longer time to pay loan_ 
What do you do to check erosion on your own farm: Rotation ___ _ 
terracing ___ strip crop ___ contour ___ dams ___ treps __ _ 
sod strips __ _ 
Do you plan to continue erosion ('on-
trol after the government steps 
out ___ _ ___ 
In your opinion, why is the S C S working to control erosion 
To get work for C C C boys or to maintain longtime fertility and 
farm values 
To give farmers government help or For political reasons 
To maintain longtime fertility and farm values or To give farmers 
government help 
For political reasons or To get work for C C C boys 
To get work for C C C hoys or To give farmers government help 
To maintain longtime fertility and farm values or For political reasons 
